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ADVERTISEMENT. 

The circumstances which led to the composition of this 
Work, and the history of its completion and publication, are 
fully narrated by Bp. Bull in the Preface to the Reader, pp. 
i. &c., and by Nelson in his life of Bp. Bull, pp. 239, &c., 
in which there is also a valuable review of the state of the 
controversy at that time. An account of the successive edi- 
tions will be found in Dr. Burton's Preface to the 8vo. edition 
of the Works, first published in Oxford in 1827. The text of 
that edition has been followed in the present Translation, and 
the additional notes which it contains have also been trans- 
lated ; those of Dr. Burton being distinguished by the letter 
B. His notes, and the references added by him, as well as 
the few additional references and observations which are 
introduced in the notes to this Translation, are included in 
brackets. Orabe's longer Annotations are removed from the 
places which they occupy in the Oxford edition, at the ends 
of the several chapters, to an Appendix at the end of the 
Work, in order not to interrupt the continuity of the original 
Treatise. The paging of the folio edition of Orabe, and of 
the Svo. of 1827, are retained in the margin, the latter 
being included in brackets. 

The passages quoted from the fathers are preserved in 



IV ADVERTISEMENT. 

the original language as notes^ and in a few places the con- 
text has been added. 

There was a translation of this and of Bp. Bull's other 
Works on the Trinity by Dr. F. Holland^ in two volumes 
8vo. A.D. 1725. This has been consiilted by the trans- 
lator^ but so little use has been made of it^ that the present 
must be considered as an Independent vetsion. 

The Indices and List of Authors for this and the other 
Works on the Holy Trinity, will be placed at the end of the 
volumes, as in Dr. Burton's 8vo. edition of the originals. 



TO THB MOST LIABNXD AND HOLT 

PRELATE, 

THJB CHOICOBST OBHAICKNT OV OUK CHUBCH, Uiriyi]l8ITY| AND AOl, 

THB BIGHT BBYBBBIO) VATHBB AB3) LQBD DT 0HBI8T, 

JOHN, 

LORD BISHOP OF OXFORD, 

AHD 

DBAN OV THB 

MOST NOBLB COLLBGB AITD CATHBDBAL CHUBOH 

OV CHBIBT CHUBCH IH OZTOBD ; 

THIS 
VINDICATION OF THE NICENE FAITH 

IS DBDICATBD ABD C0N8BCBATBD, 
AS A FLBDOB AND MBMOBIAL SUCH AS IT IS 

OV OBATITUDB ABD OV THB UTMOST BBSTECT, 
BY THB MOST DBYOIBD ADMIBBB OV HIS TIBTUBS, 

OEOROE BULL 



BULL. 



TO THE READER. 



In the Apology % wbich I sent out in defence of a work 
entitled the Harmonia Apostolica, the first-fruits of my theo- 
logical studies^ I said^ — being forced to do so by a very grave 
and nnJQst calumny of my opponents,— ''that I had drawn 
out certain historico-ecdesiastical propositions concerning the 
divinity of the Son, in which, as I trusted, I had clearly shewn « 
the agreement of the ancient doctors, who preceded the Nicene 
council, with the Nicene fathers, as well concerning the con- 
substantiality of the Son of Ood as His co-eternity, the tra- 
dition having been derived from the very time of the Apostles; 
but that, owing to ill health, and other cares and business 
of sundry kinds, it had not yet been in my power to put 
together my scattered sheets, and bring to a completion my 
imperfect work/' Upon this I was assailed on all sides 
with entreaties from learned friends, that I would apply both 
mind and hand, to finish, as speedily as possible, a work 
which was abs(dutely needed. For they gave me to under- 
stand that the writings of Christopher Ch. Sandius^^ were 



* [Apologia pro Harmonia, &c. 
Loud. ]676.3 

^ i. 8. [p. 317. See Bp. Bull on Jus- 
tification, JP^ ^- ^^ ^'' Anglo- Cath. 
Library, p. 238.1 

c [Bp. Bull here omitK the words 
'* against PetaYios and others" which 
occur in the Apologia. The calumny 
to which he refers was a charge of So- 
cioianizing en the doctrine of justifi- 
cation.] 

' Of the treatise of Christopher 
Christopher Sandius : the first edition 
had been sent out A.D. 1668, the se- 
cond — so much enlarged and corrected 
as, except from its retaining the origi- 
nal title, to be a new wors, (ibid.,) — 
was published A.D. 1676, with the fol- 
lowine title, Christoph. Christophori 
Sandii Nucleus Historise Ecdesias- 



ticae, exhibitus in Historia Arianorum, 
tribus Ubris comprehensa: Quibns pre- 
tina est Tractatus de Veteribus Scrip- 
toribus EcclesiasticiSfSecunda editio ab 
Authore loeupletata et emendata. Co- 
lonise apud Joannem Nicolai, 1676. 
Prefixed is a Prefatio ad Lectores, 
by Christophorus Philippi Sandius the 
father of the writer. The volume con- 
tains 482 pages (besides Addenda and 
Index) ; of these 49 pages are occupied 
by the tract de ScHptoribut Ecclesiastic 
cis: the heading of the pages of the rest 
is Enucleata Historia Ecclesiastics, lib. 
i, &C., though the title-page, as has 
been said, bears the name Nucleus 
H. E, exhibitus f &c. Bp. Bull through- 
out refers to both these tracts, and to 
the Nucleus under both titles.] 
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Vlll TO THE READEB. 

every where in the hands of our students of theology and 
others, a writer who openly and unblushingly maintains the 
blasphemy of Arius as the truly catholic doctrine, and as 
supported by the voices of all the ancients who preceded the 
council of Nice. Overcome at last by their reiterated re- 
quests, (although I had not even then sufficient leisure, nor 
was my health strong enough for so arduous a task,) I again 
read over the works of the primitive fathers ; the testimonies 
out of them, bearing on my subject, which I had collected 
into my note-books, I again submitted one by one to a fresh 
and most searching examination ; I added several others to 
them; the passages alleged by Sandius and others in sup- 
port of the opposite side I weighed with increased care; 
and lastly, I put in order the whole of this, as it were, rude 
and confused mass of my observations, disposing and arrang- 
ing them in the easiest and clearest method that I could; 
and it is now more than five years since I finished the work, 
in the state in which it now comes out. 

If you ask, why then has the publication been so long 
delayed ? I will teU you plainly. As soon as I had put the 
finishing hand to my MS., I immediately o£Fered it to three 
booksellers in succession, for publication, on the fairest 
terms : they all, however, on di£Ferent grounds, declined to 
undertake the care and expense of printing the work; 
apprehensive, I suppose, that few would be found to buy a 
book, of which the author was little known, and the subject 
difficult, and which very few indeed would care to bestow 
pains in examining. Nor was I myself, — a person of narrow 
income and with a large family, — able to bear the expense 
of the press. 

In consequence, I brought home again my neglected work, 
to be laid up on the shelves of my bookcase ; content to have 
had the will at least to do something for the defence of divine 
truth, and to have complied, so far as lay in my power, with 
the wishes of my friends. 

After I had for some time consoled myself with these re- 
flections, at length, at the suggestion of a friend, I sub- 
mitted my papers, raised as it were from the grave, to the 
judgment of a most distinguished man and consummate 
theologian. Dr. William Jane, the very worthy Regius Pro- 



TO THE READER. IX 

feasor of Divinity in Oxford, who, with his nsual kindness, 
did not decline the trouble of reading them through, and 
when he had read them through, and honoured them with 
his approval, he further recommended them to the favour and 
patronage of the great bishop of Oxford % and easily obtained 
from his singular kindness and zeal for catholic truth, that 
this Defence of the Nicene Creed should at last come out 
from the press at the Sheldonian Theatre, which the bishop 
had fitted up at his own expense. But as that press was 
occupied with different works of other writers, there was for 
a considerable time no opportunity whatever, and afterwards 
only occasionally, for mine; and hence delay has arisen in 
bringing this treatise through the press. 

If I could have foreseen that it would have been so long 
before this treatise of mine was published, you should have 
certainly had it much more carefully finished, more polished, 
and more rich in matter. But, as I have already said, I 
completed this work at the request of friends, who were 
keenly pressing and unceasingly spurring me on, to revise 
and enlarge the collections which I had by me in defence 
of the catholic faith, made from the reading of ancient 
authors, and, having enlarged them, to publish them as 
speedily as possible, as an immediate antidote to the poison- 
ous writings of Sandius. When, however, I had lost all 
hope of publishing it through the booksellers, what object 
was there for Airther enlarging and improving a work, which 
was now condemned to the moths and worms ? And at last, 
when an unexpected opportunity was aflPbrded for my papers 
being printed, and I had placed them in the printer^s hands, 
they were no longer under my controul. 

It were, indeed, to be wished, that this most important 
subject had been treated by some one very much more 
learned than myself, on whom the providence of Ood had 
withal bestowed more uninterrupted leisure, a better fur- 
nished library, and all requisites in more abundant measure. 
Very many such persons our English Church has, and such 
I pray Almighty Ood that she may ever continue to have. 
But no one hitherto, so far as I know, has undertaken to 
work out this subject with the care it deserves. Do not, 

* [ Bp. Fell, to whom the work is dedicated. ] 



X TO THB READER. 

therefore, disdain to use and profit by what I have done, 
till such time as one appears, who shall have brought out 
from a more ample store a better and more complete work. 
You have here all that it was in mj power to do, a man of 
moderate abilities and learning, the possessor of a limited 
store of books, in poor health, hindered by domestic cares, 
and, whilst writing this work, tied to the cure of souls in a 
country parish, and lastly, living {ax from- the society of 
learned men, an exile, as it were, from the lit^*ary world. 
This one thing, however, I may venture to assure you of, 
and most solemnly to declare, that in the whole course of 
this work I have observed the utmost good faith. Not a pas- 
sage have I adduced from primitive antiquity in support of 
the decisions of the council of Nice, which, after a careful 
examination both of the passage itself and its context, I did 
not seriously think really made for the cause which we are 
maintaining; not a passage have I garbled, but have put be- 
fore you all entire. The opinions of the Greek fathers I have 
cited not only in Latin, but in the Greek also, in order that 
those who know Greek may be able themselves to form a 
surer judgment of their genuine meaning. Of those passages 
which the modern defenders of Arianism have adduced from 
the ancient doctors in support of it, I have not knowingly 
and designedly kept back any; nor have I ever attempted 
any how to salve over the harder sayings of the ancients by 
cunning artifices; but have endeavoured, by observing the 
drift and purpose of each author, and by adducing other 
clearer statements from their several writings, to establish on 
solid grounds that they not only admit, but actually require, 
to be understood in a catholic sense. To end the matter in 
one word, — while I willingly confess that it is indeed possible 
that I may be mistaken, I resolutely deny that I have wished 
to deceive any one. 

As regards the chief point, of which I wish to persuade 
others, — I myself am quite convinced, and that on no hasty 
view, that. What the Nicene fathers laid down concerning 
the divinity of the Son, in opposition to Arius and other 
heretics, the same in effect (although sometimes, it may be, 
in other words, and in another mode of expression) was 
taught, without any single exception, by all the fathers 
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and approved doctors of the Churchy who flourished be- 
fore the council of Nice, even from the very times of the 
Apostles. 

I pray you kindly to excuse the mistakes of the printer, 
and the occasional slips of a careless corrector of the press. 
It has been my misfortune, that I have had the opportunity 
of examining and correcting, in person, one sheet only, and 
that the last, of this work, as it passed through the press. 
As the only thing I can do, you will find that all the errors 
of the press that are of any moment, are carefully brought 
together and set down in a table prefixed to the work'. 

And now, reader, whose object is truth and piety, if these 
labours of mine are of any service towards confirming your 
faith on the primary article of the Christian religion, there 
will .be good cause both for you and myself to give thanks 
to Almighty Ood. This only do I ask of you as a recom- 
pense for my labours, (and this I earnestly request,) that in 
your prayers you would sometimes remember me, a sinner, 
and mine. 

Farewell in Christ our Saviour, our Lord and our Ood. 

' [There was a table of errata prefixed to the first edition of the original work.] 



AN INDEX 

or THB 

PEOPOSinONS DEMONSTRATED IN THIS WOEK. 



BOOK I. 

ON VHB PBB-IZI8TB50B OV THB SON OP GOD. 

THB PROPOSITION. 

ThB GATHOUO D0CT0B8 OF THE RBST THBXE CEKTT7BIES ALL WITH 0KB 
AGCOBD TAUGHT THAT JESUS CHRIST, THAT IS, BE WHO WAS A7TEB- 
WABD8 CALLED JESTTS^THBIST, (bEFOBE HE WAS ICADE ICAH, THAT IS, 
BE70BE HIS BIRTH, ACCOBDIKG TO THE FLESH, OF THE HOST BLESSED 
TIEGIK,) EXISTED IK AKOTHEB KATTJBE FAB SUBFASSIKG THE HUMAK ; 
THAT HE APPEASED TO HOLT MEK, AS A PBELUDE TO HIS IKOABKA- 
TIOK; THAT HE ALWAYS PBESIDED 07EE AKD PBOYIDED FOB THAT 
CHUBOH, WHICH HE WAS AFTEBWABDS TO BEDEEM WITH HIS OWK 
BLOOD ; AKD THAT THUS FBOH THB BEGIKKDfG THE '' WHOLE OBDEB 
OF THB DIVIKE ADIOKISTBATIOK** (aS TEBTULUAK EXPBESSES IT) 
^ HAD ITS COUBSE THBOUGH HDC ;'* AKD THAT, HOBEOYEB, BEFOBE 
THE FOUKDATIOKS OF THE WORLD WEBB LAID HE WAS PBESEKT WITH 
GOD HIS FATHEB, AKD THAT THROUGH HDC THIS UKIYBBSB WAS 
CBBATED. 

BOOK II. 

OK THB OOKSUBSTAKTIALITT OF THE SOK. 

THB PROPOSITION. 

It was THE SETTLED AKD UKAKIXOUS OPIKIOK OF THE OATHOUO DOCTOBS, 
WHO FLOUBISHBD IK THE FTBST THREE CEKTURIES, THAT THE SOK OF 
GOD WAS OF OKE SUBSTAKOE, OR C0KSUB8TAKTIAL WITH GOD THE 
FATHER : THAT IS, THAT HE WAS KOT OF AKT CREATED OR MUTABLB 
E8SEKCE, BUT OP ALTOGETHER THE SAKE DIVIKE AKD UKCBAKOEABLB 
KATURB WITH HIS FATHER, AKD, THEBEFOBB, TEBT GOD OF TERT 
GOD. 



XIV AN INDEX 

BOOK III. 

ON THE OO-ITBSiriTT OF THB BON. 

THE FIRST PROPOSITION. 

Tax HOBB AX7TH0BITATI^VS ASD IiiEOZB PABt 07 THE DOCTOBS, WHO 
LTTBD BEPOBX THB COUNCIL OV NICE, UNAMBIGT70X78LT, OPENLT, 
CLBABLT, AND PEBSPICX70X7SIJr SAUaHT AND FB0FE8SXD THB 00- 
BTBBNITY OF THB SON, THAT IS, HIS CO-BTBBNAL EXISTENOB WITH GOD 
TQB7ATBXX. 

THE SEOOKD PROPOSITION. 

ThBBE ABB SOME CATHOLIC WBITEB8 KOBE ANCIENT THAN THE COUNCIL 
OF NICB, WHO SEEM TO HAVE ATTBIBUTED TO THB SON OF GOD, EVEN 
IN THAT HB 18 «0D, A CBSTMV SATIVIZZ, WHICX SXGAK AT A CE&TAIN 
TIMB, AND nCHEDIATELT FBEOEDED THE CBEATION OF THE WOBLD. 
AND 7ET THE! WEBB VEBT FA& BXHDVBD FBOH THB OPINION OF 
ABIUS. FOB» IF THEIB EXPBESSI0N8 BE HOBB ACCUBATELT WEIGHED^ 
IT WILL APPEAB THAT THEY SPOKB NOT OF A TEUE AND PEOPEBLT SO 
OALLBD NATIVnT, IN WHICH, rTHAT IS, THE 90N BECBIVED THB BE- 
GINNING OP HIS HYPOSTASIS AND SrBSISTBMOE, BUT OP A FIOUBATIVE 
AND MBTAPSOBICAL ONE; THAT IS, THEY HEBXLY INTXNDED THIS, 
THAT THE WOBD, WHO BEPOBX ALL AGES, (WHEN NOTHING EXISTED 
BESIDES QOD) did EXIST IN AND WITH GOD THE PATHEB, AS THB CO- 
ETEBNAL OFPSPBINO OP THB ETEBNAL HIND ITSELF, WENT POBTH IN 
OPBBATION FBOH GOD THE PATHEB HIUSELF, AT THE TDIE WHEN HE 
WAS ABOUT TO POKK THE WOSLD, AND PBOCEEDED TO OBEATE THE 
XTNIVXBSB, AND TO HANIPEST BOTH HIHSELF AND HIS PATHEB TO THB 
CBEATUBBS ; AND THAT, IN CONSEQUENCE OF THIS GOING FOBTH AND 
HANIPB8TATI0N, HE IS CALLED IN THE SOBIPTUBES THE SON OP GOD, 
AND THE PIB8T-BEGOTTEN. 

THB THIRD PROPOSITION. 

CeBTAIN OATHOUO DOCTOBS, WHO LIVED APTEE THE BISB OF THE ABIAN 
CONTBOVEBflY, AND BE80LUTBLY OPPOSED THXHSELVBi TO THE HERESY 
OP THE ABIOHANITES, DID NOT 8HBINK FBOH THE VIEW OP THE FBI- 
HTTIVE PATHEBS, WHOH WB LAST HENTIONED, OB BATHBB THE HODE 
IN WHICH THEY EXPLAINED THEIB VIEW. FOB THEY THEHSELVBB 
ALSO ACKNOWLEDGED THAT GOING FOBTH OP THE WOBD, WHO EXISTED 
ALWAYS WITH GOD THE PATHEB, FBOH THE PATHEB, (WHIOH SOHE OP 
THEH ALSO CALLED HIS CONDESCENSION), IN OBDEB TO CBEAJE THIS 
UNIVERSE; AND CONFESSED THAT, WITH RESPECT OF THAT GOING 
70BTH ALSO THE WORD HIHSELF WAS, AS IT WEBE, BOBN OP GOD THE 
PATHEB, AND IS IN THE SCBIPTURES, CALLED THE PIBST-BEGOTTBN OP 
EVERY CREATXnBLE. 



or THB PBOPOSITIOVt. XT 



THE FOUBTH PBOPOSITION. 

TbETUUJAN, DTDEED, has IK 0KB PASaAfiX TXKTUBXD TO ▼KIT! XX- 
PKBSSLT THAT THX&B WAS A TIHB, WHXK THE SOK OP GOD WAS KOT. 
BUT, IK THB PIBST PLAOX, IT IS CB&TAIK, THAT THAT WBITEB, THOUGH 
IK OTHBB BX8PBCT8 A KAK OP QBBAT ABILITY AKD BQUAL LBABKIKG, 
PELL OPP PBOM THE CATHOLIO CHUBCH TO HXBEBY *. AKD IT IS YEBT 
UKCEBTAIK, WHICH BOOKS HE WBOTE WHEK A CATHOLIC, WHICH WHEK 
IKOIJKIKG TO HEBESY, AKD WHICH, LASTLY, WHEK A DECIDED HEBE- 
TIC. 8EC0KDLY, TJBBTULLIAK APPEAB8 TO HAVE USED THAT EXPBES- 
8I0K IK A COKTBOVEBSIAL WAY, AKD IK DISPUTATIOK WITH HIS AD- 
YEXSABY, PLAYIKG OK THE WOBD SOK ; SO THAT, ALTHOUGH HE SEEMS 
TO HATE ABSOLUTELY DEKIBD THE ETXBKITY OP THE SOK, STILL HE 
BEALLY XEAKT KO HOBS TUUS WHAT THOSE PATHEBS MEAKT, WHOK 
WE HATE aTED IK CHAP. 5-— 8 OP THIS BOOK : KAXELY, THAT THE 
DIYIKE PEB80K, WHO IS CALLED THE SOK OP OOD, AI/THOUGH HE 
ALWAYS EXISTED WITH THE PATHEB^ WAS THEK PIBST DECLAKED TO 
BE THE SOK, WHEK HE WEKT POBTH PBOM THE PATHEB TO MAKE THE 
UKIVEBSB. CBBTAIKLY THE SAME TEBTULLIAK HAS IK MAKY OTHBB 
PASSAGES TBBATED OP THE CO-ETEBKITY OP THE SOK IK A CLEABLY 
CATHOLIC SEKSE, IP WE BEOABD THE MAIK DBIPT OP HIS DOCTBIKX. 
AS POB LACTAKTIUS, WHO AI£0 IK OKE PASSAGE ATTBIBUTES, KOT OB- 
SCUBELY, A BEGIKKIKG OP EXISTEKCE TO THE SOK OP GOD, HIS ESTI- 
MATIOK AKD AUTHOBITY IS BUT OP LITTLE WEIGHT IK THE CHUBCH OP 
GOD, IKASMUCH AS HE WAS ALMOST EKTIBELY UKIKBTBUCTED IK HOLY 
8CBIPTUBB AKD CHBISTIAK DOCTBIKE. AKD SEOOKDLY, IT MUST KE- 
CES8ABILY BE HELD, EITHEB THAT THOSE PASSAGES IK THE WBITIKG8 
OP LACTAKTIUS, WHICH SEEM TO MAKE AGAIKST THB ETEBKITY OP THE 
SOK, HAVE BEEK COBBUPTED BY SOME MAKICILBAK HEBETIC ; OB AT 
ANY BATE THAT LACTAKTIUS HIMSELP WAS IKPECTED WITH THE 
HEBBSY OP MAKES. LASTLY, HE HAS HIMSELF IK OTHBB PASSAGES 
EXPBESSED A MOBE SOUKD OFIKIOK COKCEBKIKG THE ETEBKITY OP 
THE WOBD. 



BOOK IV. 

OK THB 8UB0BDIKATI0K OP THB SOK TO THB PATHEB. 

THE FIRST PROPOSITION. 

That decbee op the coukcil op kice, ik which it is laid dowk, that 
the son op god is ' god of god,' is cokfibmed by the voice op the 
cathouc doctobs, both those who wbotb befobe, akd those 
who wbote apteb, that coukcil. pob they all with oke ac- 



XYl AN INDEX OP THE PROPOSITIONS. 

COBD TAUGHT THAT THE DITINE NATU&B Aim PEBfECTIONS BELONG TO 
THE FATHEB ARB THE BON, NOT COLLATEBALLT OB CO-OBDINATELT, 
BUT 8UB0BDINATBLT ; THAT IS TO SAT, THAT THE SON HAS INDEED 
THE SAME DIVINE NATUBB IN COMMON WITH THE FATHEB, BUT COM- 
MUNICATED BY THE PATHEB; IN SUCH SENSE, THAT IS, THAT THE 
f ATHEB ALONE HATH THE DTYINE NATUBE FBOM HIMSELF, IN OTHER 
WOBDS, PBOM NO OTHEB, BUT THE SON VBOM THE FATHEB ; CONSE- 
QUENTLY THAT THE FATHEB IS THE FOUNTAIN, OBIGIN, AND FBIN- 
CIPLB OF THE DIVINITY WHICH IS IN THE SON. 



THE SECOND PROPOSITION. 
The CATHOLIC dootobs, both those who pbeceded, and those who 

LIVED AFTEB» the COUNCIL OF NICE, WITH UNANIMOUS CONSENT DE- 
TERMINED THAT GOD THE FATHEB, EVEN IN BESFECT OF HIS DIVINITY, 
IS GBEATEB THAN THE SON ; THAT IS TO SAY, NOT IN NATUBE INDEED, 
OB IN ANY ESSENTIAL PBBFECTION, SO THAT IT SHOULD BE IN THE 
FATHEB, AND NOT IN THE SON ; BUT IN AUTHOBSHIP ALONE, THAT IS 
TO SAY, IN OBIGIN ; FOBASMUCH AS THE SON IS FBOM THE FATHEB^ 
NOT THE FATHEB FBOM THE SON. 



THE THIRD PROPOSITION. 

This doctbine bespecting the subobdination of the son to the 
fatheb as to his obigin and fbincifle, was regarded by the 

ANCIENT DOCTORS AS VEBY USEFUL AND ABSOLUTELY NECESSABY TO BE 
KNOWN AND BELIEVED, FOB THIS BEASON, THAT BY MEANS OF IT ESPE- 
CIALLY THE DIVINITY OF THE SON IS SO ASSEBTED, AS THAT THE UNITY 
OF GOD AND THE DIVINE MONARCHY, IS NEVBBTHELESS PBESEBVED UN- 
IMPAIRED. FOB ALTHOUGH THE NAME AND THE NATUBE BE COMMON 
TO THE TWO, NAMELY THE FATHEB AND THE SON OF GOD, STILL, INAS- 
MUCH AS THE ONE IS THE PBINCIPLE OF THE OTHEB, FBOM WHICH HE 
IS PBOPAGATED, AND THAT BY AN INTBBNAL, NOT AN EXTEBNAL, FBO- 
DUCTION, IT FOLLOWS THAT GOD IS BIGHTLY SAID TO BE ONLY ONE. 
THIS REASON THOSE ANCIENTS BELIEVED TO BE EQUALLY APPLICABLE 
TO THE DIVINITY OF THE HOLY GHOST. 
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INTRODUCTION. 

Page 

In which the occasion, design, and division of the entire 
work are set forth . . . . • i 

BOOK I. 
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INTRODUCTION. 1 

[1] 

IN WHICH THE OCCASION, DBSION, AND AJLRANGEMENT OV THE 

ENTI&E WOBK ASE SET FOETH. 

1. The first (Ecumenical Council, which was held at Nice*, introd. 
has ever been regarded by aU Catholics as of the highest — — — 
authority and esteem^ and indeed deservedly so. For never, 
since the death of the Apostles, has the Christian world be- 
held a synod with higher claims to be considered universal 
and free, or an assembly of bishops and prelates more august 
and holy. ''For at that council/' as Eusebius says**, ''there 
were assembled out of all the Churches, which had filled the 
whole of Europe, Asia, and Africa, the very choicest' from ' ra tuepo^ 
amongst the ministers of God: and one sacred building, ^ 
expanded as it were by the divine command, embraced at 
once within its compass both Syrians and Cilidans, Phce- 
nicians and Arabians, and Christians of Palestine ; Egyp- 
tians too, Thebans and Libyans, and some who came out 
of Mesopotamia. A bishop also from Persia was present 
at the council, and even Scythia was not wanting to that 
company. Pontus also and Galatia, Pamphylia and Cap- 

* A.D. 325. C«ve, Hist Lit. Sec ri oJkos ^iKrfipios, &cnr€p in Beat) irXa- 

Arian. — Bowyer. rvy6fi€yos Hy^v ix^P*^ Kcnit rh abrh 

^ [Bp. Bull only gave the Latin of 26povs Afta ical KIKikos, ^lyucds re icol 

this extract; and the translation has * Apafiiovs koI na\cuffrivohs Kot iwl ro6- 

been made according to that Latin; rois Alyvwrlovs, 0i}/3alovf| Alfivea, to6s 

but it is thought best to add the Greek r' itc fidmis rStv worapAv Spfiufi^yovs' 

original, rwv yovp iKK\ii<ri&y aweur&yt 1j9ri 8i jcol n4payis iwla-Kovos rp <rw^9ip 

at T^i' Elp^^v iwaffoVf Aifi^iiy tc koI wapviy o684 Sic^^f &Tf Aifdrw^ero r^f 

r^y *A<riay hrkiipovy, S/mv avyfiicro r&y }(^p€ias' XlSyros re icol roXor^a icol 

Tov 0coS \tvrovpyAv t& iucpoBtyia' tTf TlafAfvKla, KamroSoic/a rt Kol 'A<rfa ical 

BULL. B 



Number and character of the Nicene Council. 



V^] 



iNTROD. padocia, with Asia and Phiygia, contributed the choicest 
of their prelates. Moreover Thracians, Macedonians, Achai- 
ans and Epirotes, and inhabitants of still more remote dis- 
tricts, were, notwithstanding their distance, present. Even 
from Spain itself, that most celebrated man, [Hosius,] 
took his seat along with the rest. The prelate of the im- 
perial city^" (of Rome, that is,) "was indeed absent on 
account of his advanced age, but presbyters of his were 
present to supply his place. Constantine is the only emperor 
from the beginning of the world, who, by convening this vast 
assembly, an image, as it were, of the company of the Apo- 
stles, presented to Christ his Saviour a garland such as this, 
twined and knit together by the bond of peace, as a sacred 
memorial of his gratitude for the victories which he had 
gained over his foreign and domestic enemies. ... In this com- 
pany more than two hundred and fifty bishops were present V' 
(Athanasius, Hilary, Jerome, Bufinus, Socrates, and many 
others, assert that three hundred and eighteen bishops sat in 
this council,) "whilst the number of the presbyters who 
accompanied them, with the deacons, acolytes, and crowds of 
others, can scarcely be computed. Moreover of these mi- 
nisters of God some were eminent for their wisdom and 
eloquence, others for their gravity of life and patient en- 
durance of hardships, whilst others again were adorned with 
modesty and gentleness of demeanour. Some also among 
them were held in the highest honour from their ad- 
vanced age ; others were young and vigorous in body and 
mind,'' &c. 

2. The subject treated of in this council concerned the 



^pvyia rohs wop* ahraTs wapuxov iK- 

KplrOVS. iiWk Kot BfMKfS Koi MOKt- 

8<$i'cs *Axcuo( re koX 'Hirctpwreu ro^rwp 
0* ol ^Ti woffpoardrw ohcovvrts hmf^vrvv, 
ain&v Tc ^rrivtav 6 wAw fiowfitvos th 
Ijy roTs woWoh ifia ffvy§Bpt6o9v' rjis B4 
y€ ficuri\€vo6(nis ir((Xc»s, 6 fx^v wpotarits 
iffTtpfi tih yjjoas' Tcptfffivrfpoi 8i oi- 
rov irap6vT€i r^y abrov rd^tv iir\^pouv, 
roiovrov fi6yos 4^ alupos cTs fiaaiXtbs 
Kwyarayrlyos Xpurr^ ard^Myov i*<rfju^ 
irvyd}lfas tlp^vris, tip ahrov Swr^pi r^s 
icar* ixBpiiy fccd woXtfiiety vlictis Oeoirpt' 
vh iuf^ridu xop^^f^p^ov €lK6ya xoptias 
hiro<rro\iKfis ra&riiy KaO* rifuis ffvarri^ 
ffdfAfyos ^2 8i r^f wapobtnis 



XoptiaSf iirurK6ir»¥ fi^y wXrfBbs ^y, irty- 
rfiKoyra Ka\ BtaKOtriooy ipi$/xhy dircf>- 
cucoyrlfovira' 4wofi4ywy 5^ to6tois wpeo'- 
fitn4puy ircd tieueSyup iucoXobOwyrt irXcf- 
(rrtty 1i<rtiy kr4posVf ol;8* ^v ipiOfids c/f 
KordKiir^iy, rS»y tk rov 0coG Xkirovpy&v 
ol pXy 9i4irp€iroy tro^pias Kiytp' ol Bh 
fiiov ffT9pp6rrqri ica2 Koprtpias brofioyp' 
ol 8i r^ fi4(rtp rpSvtp KortKotrfiovyTo, 
^ffav Bh ro^uy ol fiky xp^^v /i^icci rc- 
Tifi7ifi4yoy ol 8^ y(6T7iTi icoi ^vxv^ 4tKfip 
BiakduiifoyTfs. — ^Vit Const, iii. 7 — 9. 
[pp. 579—581.] 

^ See Yalesius's notes on the pas- 
sage. 

d Ibid. 



Early opponents; answered by Socrates. 3 

chief doctrine' of the Christian religion, namely, the dignity § i^s. 



of the Person of Jesus Christ our Saviour; whether He is to i capite. 
be worshipped as true God, or to be reduced to the rank and 
condition of creatures and of things subject to the true God. [3] 
If we imagine that in this question of the very utmost 
moment the whole of the rulers of the Church altogether 
erred, and persuaded the Christian people to embrace their 
error, how will the promise of Christ our Lord hold good, 2 
who engaged to be present, even to the end of the world, 
with the Apostles, and consequently with their successors f 
For, since the promise extends to the end of the worlds and 
yet the Apostles were not to continue alive so long, Christ 
must most certainly be regarded as addressing, in the per- 
sons of the Apostles, their successors also in that office. 

8. I cannot but feel indignation, nay even a degree of 
horror, so often as I reflect on these things, and consider 
the amazing ignorance, or rather the impious madness of 
those writers who have not shrunk from openly raving 
against the venerably fathers, as if they had, with settled 
evil purpose', or, at all events, through ignorance and rash- 1 loaiitu. 
ness, corrupted the catholic doctrine respecting the Per- 
son of Jesus Christ, which had been taught by the Apo- 
stles and preserved in the Church during the first three 
centuries, and had obtruded a new faith on the Christian 
world. Not to mention the early Arians, the most notorious 
enemies and calumniators of the Nicene Creed, — it was on this 
account that Sabinus was infamous in former times, a fol- 
lower of the faction of Macedonius, whose rash and shameless 
judgment concerning the Nicene council is mentioned and 
refuted by Socrates ^ That excellent Church historian, after 
saying that he had related the history of the Nicene council, 
in order that, if any persons should be disposed to condemn 
that council as having fallen into error in a matter of the 
faith, we should give them no heed at all, subjoins these 
wordsS; '^Let us not believe Sabinus, the follower of 
Macedonius, who calls those who assembled in that council 
unlearned and simple men. For this Sabinus, bishop of the r4i 

* Matt zxyiii. 20. — Bowter. Bull : the Greek is ; firfi^ wtartiamfAW 

t Eccl. Hiflt, i 8. 2afily^ r^ McucfSovioy^ iSu^roi abrohs 

' [The translation is based on the Koi &^cAf«s koAovkti robs iKttat vw- 

Latin, which alone was given by Bp. cA^^rras. So/Sti^os yhp 6 rS»¥ 4v 'Hpa- 

b2 



Securities thai the Council did not err. 



iNTROD. Macedonians at Heraclea, a city of Thrace, who collected into 
isynodo- one work the acts of different synods^, treated with derision 
rum acto. ^j^^ prelates of the council of Nice as unlearned and simple 
' I9t^ii¥. men^and perceives not that he is herein charging as unlearned^ 
even Eusebius himself, who after a long and searching enquiry 
embraced that Creed. There are some things which he has 
purposely passed over, and others which he has perverted and 
altered, but still he has drawn all to his own purpose and views: 
and yet he praises Eusebius Pamphili^ as a most trust-worthy 
witness, and also bestows encomiums on the emperor himself, 
as one who was exceedingly well acquainted with the doctrines 
of the Christian faith ; at the same time he finds fault with 
the Creed, which was set forth at Nice, as if it were compiled 
by ignorant and unlearned men ; and thus does he knowingly 
despise and neglect the express declaration of an author 
whom he acknowledges to be a wise man and a truthful wit- 
ness ; for Eusebius declares, that of the ministers of God who 
were present at the Nicene synod, some were eminent for 
their eloquence and wisdom, others for the firmness and for- 
titude of their life; and that the emperor himself, who was pre- 
sent, by leading all to concord, made them to be of one mind 
and of one consent/' At the same time, however, Socrates', 
in the ninth chapter of the same book, censures Sabinus, be- 
cause he did not also reflect, " that, even if the members of 
that. council were unlearned men, and yet were illuminated 
by God and by the grace of the. Holy Ghost, they could by 
no means have erred from the truth/' For Socrates seems 
to have thought that the illuminating grace of the Holy 
Ghost is always present with a council of bishops truly uni- 



iros trwaywy^Vf Stv Btd^opoi iirtarK6irtiy 
a^yohoi iyypd^s ^{cSwkov irotijo'dt/Aci'OSf 
rohi fity iy N(ira(f ios A^cAciv kolL iZidt- 
ras Bt4ffvp9t M ctl(f9ay6fA€yos, M koI 
ahrhv Evffffiioy, rhy /icrci iroAX^s 9ofu- 
ficurlas r})v iritmv SfioKoyfifrayra &s 28ici- 
•n}y BiafidkXti. Kot rwii fiky kitify wapi' 
XiTty* riyh 9^ wapirpfr^t. wdyra 84 
irphs rhy oiKUoy crKoithv fAoXKov i^tlKri- 
^y. Kcd hraivu /&iy rhy TIo^^Aov Ev- 
trifiioy &t iL^i6irtaroy fidprvpa' ivcuyu 
Bl Ktd rhy fiaaiKta its rk Xpumay&y 
Hoy/iariftiy Bwdfityoy' fitfii^frai 84 rp 
iicTtOtiap 4y fiucal<f wItt^i us ^h tStti- 
rmy iccJ oifi^y hrujrt^iiywy iKMofidyff' 



Kot hy &s ffjiphy icoi &!^cv8^ JcoAci fidp- 
rvpa, ro^rov rhs ^yks kKOval^ts ^wtp- 
op^' ^ff\ yhp 6 EvffffitoSt Srt r&y trap- 
6yrofy iyr^'Nucaltf rod Bfov Ktirovpy&y 
ol fi^Vf Biiirpeiroy aortas Xiy^' ol 84 
filov <rr§pp6mtTC koX tri 6 fiatriKtbs 
wapiay wdirras tis iiUvoioM tf7«i', ofio- 
yy^fioyas Kcd 6fioB6^ov5 Kvrtcrfiaty, — p. 
21.] 

* [The friend of Pamphilus.] 
' &s ci Kcd iBiSrrat ^aay oi rijs truyS- 
dov, KartXdfxtroyro 84 ihrb rov BcoO Koi 
rijs x^^"^^^ '"'^^ ayiov irv€6fxaT0St o6- 
dofiws iurroxv<^M rijs ikKifOtias MyoM- 
ro. — Ibid,, p. 31. 



Socinus^ statements on the faith of the early Church, 5 

versal, to keep them free from error, at least in the necessary §8.4. 
articles of the faith. And if any one is unwilling to adroit [5] 
this supposition, the argument of Socrates may still be stated 
and presented to him thus; suppose the Nicene fathers to 
have been unlearned and unlettered men, still they cer- 
tainly were for the most part men of piety; and it is in- 
credible that so many holy and approved men, meeting 
together out of all parts of the Christian world, could pos- 
sibly have dishonestly conspired for the purpose of making 
an innovation on the received faith of the Church, respect- 
ing the primary article of Christianity ; especially as, what- 
ever may have been their lack of learning in other respects, 
they could not have been ignorant of the elementary doc- 
trine of the most holy Trinity, which was wont to be taught 
even to catechumens, nor of what they themselves had re- 
ceived from their fathers concerning that subject. 

4. But to come to more modem writers; within the memory 
of our fathers, Faustus Socinus of Siena, in his second letter 
to Radecius^, asserts, that the knowledge of the true doctrine 
concerning Qt>d, namely, that the Father alone is very Ood, 
continued down to the time of the council of Nice. " This 
knowledge V' he says, "without any controversy ceased not 
to exist even until the period of the council of Nice, and foe 
some time afterwards, among those who professed the name 
of Christ. For throughout the whole of that period, as is clear 
from the writings of all who then lived, the Father of Jesus 
Christ alone was believed to be that one true God, of whom 
the Holy Scriptures every where make mention.'* In this pas- 
sage, when he says, that this was the belief of all the ancients 
down to the council of Nice, " that the Father of Jesus Christ 
alone is the one true God,*' if it be understood of that special 
prerogative of the Father, by which He alone is of Himself * ip^^e "oJa* 
very God, then we acknowledge it to be most true. But this * ^^^ 
does not make any thing in favour of Socinus ; and it is certain [6] 
that the knowledge of this doctrine not only " continued 
until the time of the council of Nice, or some time after,*' but 
has ever continued in the Church of Christ. But if, on the 

* [Opera, cd. 1656. vol. i. p. 375.] whom He had sent," S. John xvii. 8, 
^ [The knowledge of the Father, as according to the Socinian interpreta- 
** the only true God, and Jesus Christ tion.] 



6 Episcopius* calumnies against the Council; 

iNTROD. other haQd, this proposition^ " The Father of Jesus Christ 
alone is the one true God/^ be taken altogether exclusively^ 
so as to take away from Christ His true divinity^ and to 
deny what was defined by the Nicene council, namely, that 
the Son is very God of very God, (and it is but too evident 
3 that this was what Socinus meant,) then we contend that 
it is manifestly false, that ^'all the ancients, down to the 
council of Nice, did so believe;" nay, we shall shew that 
they all taught that the Son is of the same nature with the 
Father, and therefore is very God, equally with the Father. 
Accordingly even Socinus himself in another place, i.e. in his 
third letter to this same Matthew Badecius™, (contradicting 
himself, as he is apt to do,) confesses, '^ that almost from the 
' initio na- very earliest period of the existence of the Church*, even to 
clesia! ^" ^^' ^^^ times, so many men most distinguished for piety 
no less than for learning, so many most holy martyrs of 
Christ, as to be past numbering, have followed that error, 
in other respects most serious, that Christ is the one true 
God, who created all things, or, at least, was begotten of 
His proper substance.^' But surely, that the Son of God 
was begotten of the proper substance of God, and is, there- 
fore, very God of very God, is the sum and substance of the 
doctrine, which the Nicene fathers asserted against Arius. 

5. M. Simon Episcopius, a most learned theologian in all 
other respects, but an utter stranger to ecclesiastical anti- 
quity, although he held difi^erent views from those of Socinus, 
and even publicly maintained, in opposition to him, the pre- 
existence of the Son, not only before [His birth of] the blessed 
Virgin, but also before the creation of the world, still has 
spoken in his works in a way altogether shameful and in- 
tolerable concerning the Creed authoritatively put forth by 
the Nicene fathers. For he inveighs (whether with greater 
want of learning or of modesty is not easy to say) against 
[7] the Nicene Creed, and those, framed and composed after 
the third century, which agreed with it; ^^As regards the 
other Creeds" (he says °) " which followed after, which were 
framed at so-called general councils, as they are of more re- 
cent date, they are not worthy to be compared with these" — 

* Ibid., p. 391. " Instituiiones Theologicae, iv. 34. [sect 2.] 



answered by statements of Constantine and Eusebius. 7 
that is^ with the creeds and confessions of faith^ by which^ as { 4, 5. 



by marks and watch-words^ Christians and Catholics^ during 
the first three centuries^ used to be distinguished from un- 
believers and heretics — "And if the truth must be spoken^ 
they ought to be regarded as precipitately framed from ex- 
citement^ if not fury^ and a maddened and unblessed* party imalefe- 
spirit^ on the part of bishops who were wrangling and con- ^^^^' 
tending with one another with excessive rivalry^ rather than 
as what issued from composed minds/' And that you may 
understand that the Nicene Creed, especially, is glanced at 
by him in this passage, he presently adds, " Who does not 
know, what keen contests, and obstinate bickerings, were 
raised amongst the bishops at the Nicene council?" Nay, 
rather I would say, who is there that does not perceive that 
all this issues from a mind far from sound or composed? 
Was it so clearly the part of a sober and moderate man, to 
tear and rend with revilings the venerable prelates of that 
most august council ? But to proceed to the matter itself. 
He is not ashamed to say that the Nicene Creed was " pre- 
cipitately framed by the bishops out of fury and maddened 
and unblest party spirit/' Yet Constantine the emperor, 
who himself presided as moderator in the Nicene council, 
expressly testifies of it, in his Epistle to the Churches, that 
in his presence® "every point had there received due exami- 
nation/' Again, in the letter lyhich he specially addressed [^1 
to the Church of Alexandria, he says, that beiug present 
amongst the bishops assembled at Nice, as though he were 
one of their number, and their fellow-servant, he had under- 
taken the investigation of the truth, in such a way, as thati' 
" all points, which appeared to raise a plea either of ambi- 
guity V^ (for it is clear that this is the true reading from the * &^i/3o- 
same clause being soon after repeated by Socrates,) " or ^ *** 
difference of opinion, were tested and accurately examined." 
On this letter of Constantine, Socrates makes these observa- 
tions Q; "This account the emperor wrote to the people of 

® Xirarra r^f irpo<ri}ico^<rT}5 TCT^X^'^''' men ting on the letter, p. 31,] f^ J«X0" 

^|cT((<rc«f. — Euseb. de Vita Constant voiat xp6i^a(nv 4li6Kti ytvv^y. — Socrat. 

iii. 17. Eccl. Hist. i. 9. p. SO. ed. Vales. 

^ 4^^X^ Xircurro, ico) iutptfi&s i^'fi- l 6 ft^if 8j^ ficuriXehs roiavra f/pa^t 

raareut Sora ^ itfi^ifioXlcuff [Bull read rip 'AA€|ai'8pfW Hfupt fiV'^'^ ^< ^^X* 

ikH^i$o\tas, aa Socrates baa it in com- airAw* , oitik its trvx^ y4yovw 6 Bpos T^t 



8 Statements of Zuicker and Sandius, 

iNTROD. Alexandria, to inform tbem that the definition of the faith 
> hrx&s. had not been made lightly' or carelessly, but that they had 
put it forth after much discussion and strict testing; and 
it was not the case that some points had been mentioned at 
the council, whilst others had been passed over in silence, 
but that all things, which were meet to be alleged for esta- 

* vp6s (T^or- blishment of the doctrine', had been mooted, and that the 
a^/uarof. matter had not been hastily ' defined, but had been first dis- 

* aurXMs, cussed with exact Hccuracy/' Nay, Eusebius himself, an 

author of the utmost integrity, and of temperate disposition, 
and not unfair towards the Arian party, and who seems to 
have had the chief place next to the emperor in the Nicene 
council'^, expressly states, that all the bishops subscribed with 
unanimous agreement to the creed drawn up in that council, 
oifK ave^eraoT&s, " not without examination,^^ not hastily and 
inconsiderately, but after an exact, deliberate, and careful in- 
[9] vestigation, in presence of the emperor, of each separate pro- 
position, (and, as he specifies by name, of the clause relating 
to the homoousion, " of one substance.") See Eusebius' letter 
to his own diocese, in Socrates, Eccles. Hist. i. 8. [pp. 22, 28.] 
At the opening of the council, indeed, there were considerable 
disputes among some of the bishops, but, as Eusebius also in- 
forms us, they were soon and easily settled and lulled by the 
pious and mild address of the emperor. 

6. The anonymous author* of a book published some time 
ago under the title of ' Irenicum Irenicorum,' &c., boldly pro- 
claims, that the Nicene fathers " were the framers of a new 
faith /* and this he labours to prove, throughout his work, 
4 by heaping together such testimonies, out of the remains of 
the ante-Nicene fathers, as have the appearance of being 
inconsistent with the Nicene Creed. This book is said by 
Stephen Curcellaeus* to contain "irrefragable testimonies 
and arguments." The like web has been woven over again, 
very lately, by Christopher Sandius, in what he calls his 

* Nucleus ' Kernel * of Ecclesiastical History,' now in the second edi- 

Eccl. Hist "^ 

leiirTwr AAA' tri fi^it woAA^j <rwfi;T^- ' Vid. not. Vales, ad Euseb. Ui. de 

<rcd»T irol HoKifiOfftas abrhy ^in(y6p€wrav' Vita Const, c. 1 1. 

icol oh^ tri TiM fA^p MxOri, rtvk 8^ ■ Page 8*. [Daniel Zuicker. See 

iwftrtyfi&n, 4aA* Uti itra Tp6s ffioraa'tF the Introduction to the Primitive and 

rod UytuxTos Aex^>'«u V/^off, ttJivra Apostolical Tradition, $ 2. — K] 

iKHrfiOn' koHtiovx* awX&s &pi(r0ii,&\\* * Quat Dissert TheoL Dissert, i. 

hcpifi&s i^iiTda$fi wp6rr9pov, — I b . , p. 3 1 . H 8. in fin t. 



and of PetaviuSj on the Ante-Nicene Fathers, 
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[10] 



tion, and enriched by a very copions addition of fables and §^—7. 
contradictions. In this book^ the shameless author is en- 
tirely bent upon persuading such readers as are unlearned, 
and have very little acquaintance with the writings of the 
ancients, that the ante-Nicene fathers, without exception, 
simply held the same doctrine as Arius. 

7- There is, however, one great man fully furnished with 
learning of every kind, Dionysius Petavius, at whom I can- 
not sufficiently wonder ; for, whilst he professes the utmost 
reverence for the Nicene council, and on all occasions de- 
clares that he receives the faith therein affirmed against the 
Arians, as truly catholic and apostolic, still he freely gives up 
to the Arians, that which (if true) would very greatly tend to 
confirm their heresy, and to disparage, nay, rather, utterly 
to overthrow, the credit and authority of the council of 
Nice ; I mean, that almost all the bishops and fathers before 
the council of Nice held precisely the same opinions as Arius. 
For thus he writes, (Of the Trinity, i. 5. 7.) " Accordingly 
there was this settled opinion in the minds of some of the 
ancients, touching the Godhead and the diversity of Persons 
in It, viz., that there is One supreme, unbegotten, and in- 
visible God, who put forth, without, from Himself, as vocal 
and sounding, that Logos ^, that is, that Word, which He 
had laid up within (ivSidderov), yet not, like a voice or 
sound, passing away and capable of being dissipated, but 
of such sort, as that, as though embodied and subsist- 
ing. It might in turn afterwards create all other things. 
Moreover, they said, that the Word was put forth by the 
Supreme God and Father at the time when He determined 
on creating this universe, in order that He might use Him 
as His assisting Minister. This opinion some intimate more 
clearly, others more obscurely. But these may be specially 
mentioned * ; Athenagoras, Tatian, Theophilus,Tertullian, and > sed isti 
Lactantius. Both these authors, however, and the rest*, whom ^^ 



■ [Qui \irfovt id eat, Ferhumf vel Ser- 
monem^ quern Mi^^ov^ intus inclutum 
tenebat, ex aese foraa produxerit, voca- 
lem et sonantem. — Petav. de Trin. i. 
6.7.1 

* [Inatead of the words, reliqui, qtios 
eommemoravi, ** the rest, whom I have 
mentioned," Petavius, at the end of 
the volume, substituted <^iqui a/ti, ui 



Origenes, "some others, as Origen." 
And the passage thus amended is cited 
by Bp. Bull, iii. 4. 10.— B. It is so 
amended in the later editions of Peta- 
vius. Bp. Bull, however, in the pas- 
sage referred to, cites only part of Pe- 
tavius' correction. See iii. 4>. 10. and 
Dr. Burton's note on it] 



10 Peiavius' statements tend to encourage Arianism ; 

iNTROp. I have mentioned/' (and which of the primitive fathers had he 
not before mentioned?) ''thought that the Father was superior 
to the Word| in age, dignity^ and power; and^ although they 
asserted, that the Son was of the substance or nature of the 
Father^ (in which point alone they made His mode of exist* 
^ conditio- ence * to differ from that of all other beings, which are properly 
"^°*' called creatures ;) still they conceived that He had a begin- 
ning no less than the creatures; in other words, that He had 
' hypoau- by no means been a distinct Person^ from eternity." But in 
^^""' the second section of the eighth chapter of the same book he 

speaks still more plainly. '' It is most clear/' he says, '' that 
[11 J Arius was a genuine Flatonist, and that he followed the 
opinions of those ancient writers, who, while as yet the 
' nondum point had not been developed and settled ', had fallen into 
coMtituta- *^® same error. For they also taught that the Word was 
que re. produced by God the Father, yet not from eternity, but be- 
fore He formed the world, in order that He might use Him 
as His assisting Minister for the accomplishment of that 
work. For they conceiyed that He had not created all 
things by Himself, and without the intervention of any 
< sine inter- one ^: a doctrine which Philo also followed in his book on 
Aw)!** " ^^^ Creator of the World. And therefore I take it to have 
been in a rhetorical and exaggerated way of expression, that 
Alexander, in his epistle, and others of the fathers, who wrote 
against this heresy, complained that Arius had been the 
^architec- author of that opinion ^ the like to which had been unheard 
^^g^°^" of before his time ; inasmuch as we have brought forward a 
great number of early writers who previously taught the 
same doctrine as Arius.'' 

8. If, therefore, reliance is to be placed on Petavius, we shall 
have to lay down, first, that the heresy of Arius, which was 
condemned by the Nicene fathers, agreed, in the most im- 
portant point, with the commonly received view of the 
ancient Catholic doctors, who preceded him; secondly, that 
the doctrine concerning the true divinity of the Son was not 
• constitu- settled and developed ^ before the council of Nice ; thirdly, 
teSctum?" ^^** Alexander, and the other Catholics, who accused Arius, 
as the author of a doctrine which was new and unheard of 
previously in the Catholic Church, said this in a rhetorical 
and an exaggerated way ; that is to say, (if the thing is to be 



frtam a wish to establish the authority of the later Church, 11 

more plainly stated/) that they uttered a notable falsehood, §7,8. 
I suppose in the Jesuit fashion, to subserve the Catholic 
cause. Unlucky Arius ! that Fetavius was not yet born, 
to become the patron and advocate of his cause in the 
conflict at Nicsa. It is not, however, easy to say, what 
Petavius had in view when he wrote thus. Some suspect [12] 
that in his heart he cherished the Arian heresy himself, and 
wished craftily to pass on the cup to others. This was the 
opinion of Sandius^^, whom I have just before mentioned, 
who thus remarks of Petavius ; " But when I recollect that 
Petavius asserts, that the ante-Nicene fathers taught the 
same doctrines as Arius, and, also, that the articles of the 
faith are to be proved by traditions, I think it impossible 
but that Petavius must have been persuaded of the truth of 
the conclusion, which infallibly follows from these premises, 
namely, that the Trinity which the Arians hold, and not the 
consubstantial Trinity*, is an article of the faith. And as to 'Triuita- 
his wresting the argument to a contrary conclusion, I pre- ^®^/'*^*"'' 
sume he did this with a twofold view ; 1. To escape the in- 
conveniences^ which commonly fall on those who secede from 'advena. 
the Roman Catholic to the Arian party ; 2. That the Arians 
might be able to derive a stronger proof of their doctrine 
from a father of the Society of Jesus, as from an adversary ; 
especially since it is sufQcient to prove premises, from which 
any person of sound mind can draw such a conclusion, as 
will make it plain what his opinion is about the Trinity.^' 
These are the words of Sandius ; in my opinion, however, it 
is most clear from the writings of Petavius himself, that the 
conjecture of this most vain writer is entirely false. If indeed 5 
it must be said that Petavius wrote thus with any sinister 
purpose, and not merely from that bold and reckless temper 
which is his wont in criticising and commenting on the holy 
fathers, I should say that, being a Jesuit, he wished to pro- 
mote the papal, rather than the Arian, interest. For, from 
the fact (for which Petavius contends) that almost all the 
Catholic doctors of the first three centuries fell into the self- 
same error which the Nicene council afterwards condemned 
as heresy in the case of Arius, these two things will easily 
follow; 1. That little authority is to be assigned to the 

7 Sandius* Nucl. Hist. Eccl. i. p. 156. last edition [1676.] 



12 Petavius discredits the authority of the Primitive Fathers, 

^TROD^ fathers of the first three centuries, — to whom Reformed 

[^3] Catholics are wont to make their chief appeal, — as being 

persons to whom the principal articles of the Christian faith 

1 satis per- were not as yet sufficiently understood and developed*; 

patefacta. 2. That oBcumenical councils have the power of framing^ or, 

^condendl as Pctavius says, of settling and developing^ new articles 

' constitu- Qf fai|j]i . by which principle it may seem that sufficient pro- 

tefaciendi. vision is made for those additions, which the fathers of Trent 

patched on to the rule of faith, and thrust upon the Christian 

world; though not even in this way will the Roman faith 

stand good ; since the assembly at Trent is to be called any 

thing rather than a general council. 

But so it is : the masters of that school have no scruples in 
building their pseudo-catholic faith on the ruins of the faith 
which is truly catholic. The divine oracles themselves, must, 
forsooth, be found guilty of too great obscurity, and the most 
holy doctors, bishops, and martyrs of the primitive Church be 
accused of heresy, in order that, by whatever means, the faith 
and authority of the degenerate Roman Church may be kept 
safe and sound. And yet these sophists (of all things) exe- 
crate us as if we were so many accursed Hams, and deriders 
and despisers of the venerable fathers of the Church; whilst they 
continually boast that they themselves religiously follow the 
faith of the ancient doctors, and reverence their writings to the 
utmost. That Petavius, however, wrote those passages with 
this wicked design, I would not venture to affirm for certain, 
leaving it to the judgment of that God who knoweth the hearts. 
At the same time, what the Jesuit has written, as it is most 
pleasing to modern Arians, (who on this account with one con- 
sent look up to and salute him as their patron,) so we confi- 
dently pronounce it to be manifestly repugnant to the truth, 
and most unjust and insulting' to the holy fathers, whether 
those of the council of Nice, or those who preceded it. 

9. For this is the plan of the work which I have undertaken, 
— to shew clearly that what the Nicene fathers laid down 
[14] concerning the divinity of the Son, in opposition to Arius 
and other heretics, was in substance (although sometimes 
perhaps in other words and in a difi^erent mode of expres- 
sion) taught by all the approved fathers and doctors of the 
Church, without a single exception, who flourished before the 
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period of the council of Nice down from the very age of § 8—10. 
the Apostles. 

And^ O most holy Jesus^ the co-eternal Word of the eternal 
Father, 1, the chief of sinners^ and the least of Thy servants, 
do humbly beseech Thee that Thou wouldest vouchsafe to 
bless this labour of mine, undertaken (as Thou, O searcher 
of hearts, dost know) for Thine honour and the good of Thy 
holy Church ; and to succour and help mine infirmity in this 
most weighty work, for Thine infinite mercy and most ready 
favour towards them that love Thee. Amen ! 

10. The Nicene Creed, as it is quoted by Eusebius* in his 
epistle to his own diocese of Ca&sarea, by Athanasius in his 
letter to Jovian* De Fide, and by other writers, is as follows: 

IIuTTevofiev els Sva Sebv Ilarepa, iravroKparopa, irdvrwv 
opar&p T€ KoX aopdrfov Troirfn^v' leal €l9 rbv Iva Kvpiov 
Irfaovv XpioTOv, top vlbv rod Oeov, yevvTfdevra ix tov Ha^ 
rpos fiopoyevfj, rovrioTw ix r^9 ovalas rod IJarpof* Qebv ix 
&€0V9 <f>&9 i/e (fmrbs, Oebv aXrjdtpbp i/c Qeov aXrjOipov, 76W17- 
0€PTa oif iroiijOePTa, ofioovaiop r^ Ilarpl, Si' oi tA wdpra 
iyip€TO, rd re ip r^ ovpap^, teal rii iirl rrj? yrj9' top Bt fifias 
T0V9 dpdpiinrovs koX iid rr}p rjfuripap aoDTi^piap xareKOopra, 
Kol aapK(o0ipTa, ipapdpafTnjfrapTa, iradopra, koX dpaoTapra 
T^ TpiTp rjp,ipa, koI dpeXdopra eis tov9 oifpapovs, ipypfiepop 
xptpat ^ApTas fcal P€Kpovs' koX eh to Ilpevfia rb^'Af^iov, Toxfs 
a \ey0pTa9, ^Hp 7roT€, ore ovie ^p, fcaX irplp yepprfSrjpaif ovie 
f^p, zeal OTi i^ oxfK 6ptcdp iyiperoj fj i^ erepas viroardaetos fj 
ova£a9 <f>a&KOPTas etpai, fj /erurrbp, fj rperrrop, fj dXkouorbp [15] 
rbp vlbp TOV Oeov, tovtovs dpaOefuiTlfyi, fi KadoXudj koX diro- 
(TToXiKf) iKicKriata' i.e., "We believe- in one God the Father, 
Almighty, Maker of all things visible and invisible. And 
in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, begotten of the 
Father, only-begotten, that is, of the substance of the Fa- 
ther; God of God, Light of Light, very God of very God, 
begotten not made, of one substance with the Father, by 
whom all things were made, both which are in heaven and 
which are on earth ; who, for us men and for our salvation, 
came down, and was incarnate, and was made Man, and 
suffered, and rose again the third day, and ascended into 

* Socrates Eccles. Hist i. 8. pp. [21, 22.] 

• [§ 8. Tol. i. p. 781. Bp, Bull follows Athanasius.— B.] 



14 Bp. Bull's PropoHliona. 

iNTROD. the heavens, who cometh to judge the quick and the dead. 
And in the Holy Ghost. But as for those who say. There 
6 was a time when He was not ; and, Before He was begotten 
He was not, and, He was made out of what existed not; 
or who assert that the Son of God is of another hypostasis 
or essence, or that He was created, or is capable of change 
or alteration, them the Catholic and Apostolic Church doth 
anathematize/' 

11. The doctrine respecting the Son of God, contained in 
this Creed, so far as it concerns our present design, may be 
reduced to these heads. 

The First; concerning the irpovTrap^^f, or Pre-existence, 
of the Son of God, before [His Incarnation of] the blessed 
Virgin Mary, nay, rather, before the foundation of the 
world; and concerning the creation of the universe through 
the Son. 

The Second; concerning the o/ioovavov (''of one sub- 
stance'^) or Consubstantiality, of the Son ; that He is not 
of any such essence as is created or subject to change; 
but of a nature altogether the same with His Father, that 
is, that He is very God. 

The Third ; concerning the avvatSiov, the Co-eternity of 
the Son ; that is. His existence co-eternal with His Father. 

The Fourth ; concerning the subordination of the Son to 

1 suiaucto- ^^^ Father, as to Him who is His author and principle*, which 

rem ac ig expressed by the Nicene fathers in two ways, in that, first, 

pium. they call the Father " One God ;" and then, in that they say 

[16] that the Son is " God of God, Light of Light," &c. 

On all these points we shall make it manifest, that the 
faith of the ante-Nicene fathers is quite in harmony with the 
Nicene Creed ; going through each particular in the order in 
which we have just proposed them. 



BOOK I. 7 

[17] 



ON THE PBE-EXI8TENCE OF THE BON OF GOD; BEFORE [HIS INCARNA- 
TION OF] THE BLESSED YIBOIN MARY, NAY RATHER, BEFORE THE 
FOUNDATION OF THE WORLD; AND ON THE CREATION OF THE VHh 
TERSE THROUGH HIM. 



CHAPTER I. 

THE FHOFOSinON STATED ; AND THE FORMER PART OF IT, NAMELY, THE PBE- 
EXISTENCE OF THE SON BEFORE [hIS INCABNATION] OF THE BLESSED 
VIR6IK MART, DEMONSTRATED. 

1. What the opinion of the Catholic fathers^ who preceded book i. 
the council of Nice, was concerning the Pre-existence of the *^Yi." ' 
Son of God, we will unfold in the following 

PROPOSITION. 

The Catholic Doctors of the first three centuries all with 
one accord taught that Jesus Christ, that is. He who was 
afterwards called Jesus Christ, (before He was made man, 
that is, before His birth, according to the flesh, of the most 
blessed Virgin,) existed in another nature far surpassing 
the human; that He appeared to holy men, as a prelude 
to His Incarnation ; that He always presided over and pro- 
vided for that Church, which He was afterwards to redeem 
with His own blood; and that thus from the beginning 
the "whole order of the divine administration^'^ (as Tertullian • dispoM- 
expresses it*) " had its course through Him ;" and that more- **°°''* 
over, before the foundations of the world were laid He was 
present with Ood His Father, and that through Him this 
universe was created. 

* [A primordio omnem ordiuem divins dispotitionis per ipsum decucurriste. 
—Adv. rrax., c. 16. p. 510.] 



16 Appearances of the Son under the Old Testament. 

ON THE Thougib this was never denied by the Arians^ it may still 

isT^Nos perhaps be worth while to demonstrate it briefly against other 

OF THE opposers of the catholic doctrine concerning our Saviour. 

'~~ In this proposition we assert two things (in a kind of cli- 

, '- . max*) concerning the primitive fathers, namely, that they be- 

incremen- lieved and taught, I. That Jesus Christ, before He became 

dam.^"^** man, existed, appeared to holy men, &c. : II. That He was 

present with God the Father before the foundations of the 

world were laid, and that through Him this universe was 

created. 

2. As to the former part of the proposition, the fathers of 
the first centuries agree in teaching, that the Son of God 
frequently appeared to holy men under the Old Testament ; 
and further they expound of the same Son of God Himself all 
those appearances, in which the name of Jehovah and divine 
honours are attributed to Him who appears, although at other 
times perhaps He is called an angel. One who is ignorant 
of this, is a stranger to the writings of the fathers. For the 
sake, however, of students in divinity, who perhaps have not 
yet advanced to the reading of the fathers, (with which certainly, 
next after the holy Scriptures, they ought to have commenced 
their theological studies,) I wish to produce here some testi- 
monies out of the writings of those ancient authors. 

3. Justin Martyr, in his Dialogue with Trypho, shews at 
length that it was Christ who appeared to Abraham at the 
oak in Mamre^ ; that He was that Lord, who received from 
the Lord in Heaven, ix Ilarpo^ r&v oKodv, that is, from the 
Father of all, to send down upon Sodom a shower of fire and 
brimstone^ ; who appeared in dreams to Jacob, wrestled with 
him in the form of a man, comforted him in his exile ; who, 
lastly, appeared to Moses in the burning bush^. 

[19] 4. Irenseus held the same opinion as Justin concerning 

Him who appeared to Moses and Abraham: for he thus 

writes*; " He, therefore, who was worshipped by the prophets 

tUyoi. as the living God, is the God of the living, and His Word *, 

• 

^ Page 275. [56. p. 150.] Yerbum {Xiiyot) ejus, qui et locutus 

' Page 277. [p. 152.] est Moysi, qui et Sadducaeos redarguit, 

^ Page 280 — 282. [58, 59. pp. 155, qai et rcBurrectionera donavit. — Adv. 

156.] Hieres. iv. 11. ed. Paris. 1639. [c. 5. 

« Qui igitur a prophetis adorabatur p. 232.] 

Deus yivuB, hie est TiTorum Deiu, et 



According to Justin, IremeuSy TheopkUuSy ^ Clem. Alex. 17 
who also spake unto Moses, and confuted the Sadducees, book i. 

CHAP. I. 

§1—6. 



and also bestowed [the gift of] resurrection.*^ And in the ^'*^"*' *• 



twelfth chapter of the same book, he says of Abraham ; ^' In 
Abraham man had before learnt and had been accustomed 
to follow the Word of God. For Abraham according to his 
faith, following the command of the Word of God, with a 
ready mind yielded up his only-begotten and beloved son as 
a sacrifice to God*/' And a little farther on he writes, " The 
Lord therefore, whose day he desired to see, was not unknown 
to Abraham ; nor again was the Father of the Lord [unknown 
to him], for he had learned from the Word of the Lord and 
believed in Him,'' &c. &c. 

5. Theophilus of Antioch (writing to Autolycus, book ii/) 
asserts, that it was the Son of God who appeared to Adam 
shortly after the fall, and that '^ assuming the person of the 
Father and Lord of all. He came into paradise in the person 
of God and conversed with Adam." I confess that in this 
passage Theophilus seems to speak less honourably than he 
ought of the Son of God ; but this I shall notice elsewhere ^. 

6. Clement of Alexandria teaches almost the same as Justin, 
{Pcedaff. i. c. 7)**; where he asserts, that the Instructor* (by *p»dago. 
whom he every where means Christ) appeared to Abraham, ^™' 
was seen by Jacob, with whom also He wrestled, and lastly 
shewed Himself to Moses. He also in another place teaches, [20] 
that Christ gave to the world the written law of Moses as 

well as the law of nature, {Strom, vii.)*; "Wherefore the 
Lord" (here also he means Christ, as is evident from what 
goes before) "gave His precepts, both the former and the 
latter, drawing them from one fountain, neither through neg- 

• In Abrabamo prsedidicerat et as- ylyero §ls rhy TopdZ^icoy iv Tpotrdrwtf 

suetus faerat homo sequi Verbum DeL rod 6fou, fcal &fd\et r^ *A9afJU — Ad 

Etenitn Abraham secundum fidem calc. Justin. Martyr., ed. Paris. 1615. 

suam secutus prseceptum Verbi Dei p. 100. 

prono animo uiiigenitum et dilectum > [Book iii. ch. 7. sect 1 sqq.] 

filium suum concessit sacrificium Deo. ^ Edit Paris. 1641. p 110. 

. . . Non incognitus igitur erat Dominus ' 9ih xcd riis fyroKks hs iBwKtv, rds 

Abrahasicujus diem concupivit videre: r§ Tportpas rds tc itvripas iK fuas 

Bed neque Pater Domini : didicerat ipmrSfitvos wviyris 6 Kvptos, oCrt robs 

euim a Yerbo Domini, et credidit ei, irph v6fiov hfSfiovs cTkou 6ircpiSeby, oSr* 

&c. — Ibid. [A few of these words are cArobs [o2 robs Sylburg.] ft.ii ifrciomas 

extant in the Greek, irpMyuus rbv tiioy rh. fioipfidpov ^iXoco^las iuprivida'ai trvy- 

fioyaytv^ Koi iLyamtrhy xapax^P^^ ^ x^P^^' "^^^^ 1"^^ 7^ iyro\iLSt rots 8i 

alay r^ B€^. — B.] ^iKoffotpicw xaipcurxif'^t (rvy4K\furty r^y 

' iufu\<ififidy»y rh irp6a'mroy rov Ha- iimrrlcLy tts tV wcipowrUty k, r, \, — 

rp^s icol Kvplov r&y BXcty [o^rof ] iropc- [cap. ii. p. 834.] 

BULL. n 



18 Tertullian and the rest on the Appearances of the Word; 



PRE- EX- 
ISTENCE 
OF THE 
SON. 



ON THE ligence allowing those who lived before the law to be without 
law, nor yet permitting those who heard not the teaching of 
barbarian philosophy to be without restraint, for having given 
precepts to the one, philosophy to the other, He shut up their 
unbelief unto His coming.'^ 

7. In like manner Tertullian writes, (Against the Jews^, 
chap. 9 ;) " He who used to speak to Moses, was the Son of 
God Himself, and it was He that at all times appeared^/' 
But he speaks most openly and fully on this point in his 
treatise against Praxeas, chap. 16*; "It is,*' he says, "the 
Son who hath executed judgment from the beginning, throw- 
ing down the haughty tower, and dividing the tongues, punish- 
ing the whole world by the violence of waters, raining upon 
Sodom and Gomorrah fire and brimstone, 'the Lord from 
the Lord.' For He Himself it was, who also at all times 
came down to hold converse with men, from Adam on to 
the patriarchs and the prophets, in vision, in dream, in 
mirror, in dark saying ; ever from the beginning laying the 

'opdinem foundation of the course [of His dispensations*], which He 
stnien^"^"' meant to follow out unto the end. Thus was He ever learn- 
er 1] ing", and the God who conversed with men upon earth 
tising/"^" could be no other than the Word, which was to be made 
flesh. But He was learning, in order to level for us 
the way of faith', that we might the more readily believe 
that the Son of God had come down into the world, if we 
knew that in times past also something similar had been 
done.'' 

8. Let it suffice, as I am anxious to be brief, simply to refer 
to the remaining testimonies. See Origen against Celsus, iii."^ 



Bfidem 
sterneret 



' Qui ad Mosen loquebatur, ipse erat 
Dei Filius, qui et semper videbatur. — 
Cont. Jud., p. 194. 

^ See also his book de Came Christi, 
c. 6. [p. 311 ;] and his Treatise against 
Marcion. ii. 27. [p. S95;] and iiLB. [p. 
400 ;] and his Treatise against Prax. c. 
14. [p. 507.] 

' Filius est qui ab initio judicavit, 
turrim superbissimam elidens, linguas- 
que dispeitiens, orbem totum aquarum 
violentia puniens, pluens super Sodo« 
mam et Gomorram ignem et sulphu- 
rem, Dominus a Domino. Ipse enim 
et ad humana semper colloquia descen- 



dit, ab Adam usque ad patriarcbas et 
prophetas in visione, in 8omnio,in spe- 
culo, in snigmate, ordinem suum pre- 
struens ab initio semper, quern erat 
persecuturus in finem. Ita semper 
ediscebat, et Deus in terris cum homi- 
nibus conversari non alius potuit, quam 
Sermo, qui caro erat futurus. Edisce- 
bat autem, ut nobis fidem sterneret, ut 
facilius crederemus Filium Dei de- 
scendisse in seculum, si et retro tale 
quid gestum cognoscereraus. — Adv. 
Prax., p. 509. 
" £d. Cant 1658. [§ 14. p. 456.] 



belief in His Pre-ewtBtence implied in this view, 19 

p. 119, and vi. p. 329>^; Novatian on the Trinity, cc. 25 — booki. 
27'>; Cyprian, Tract 8. De Simplicitate Pralatorum^. The ^"^p|- 
Catholic Doctors of the Church after the council of Nice agree 
on this point with the ante-Nicene Fathers. See Athanasius, 
(Orat. iv. against the Arians ;) Hilary, (books iv. and xii. on 
the Trinity j) Philastrius, (Heresy 84 ;) Chrysostom, (Homily 
to the people of Antioch, chap. 8, and on the seventh chapter of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews ;) Ambrose, (book i. On those who 
arelnitiated, chap. 3;) Augustine, (Epistles 99,111,112;) Leo, 
(Epistle 17;) Theodoret, (Question 68. on Genesis, &c.) 

9. I am aware that there are some who ridicule these 
views, as the mere dreams and dotings of the good fathers, 
and who are too self-satisfied, laying it down as certain, 
that the Angel who appeared of old to the patriarchs and 
holy men and was worshipped by them, was only a created 
angel, fulfilling the ofBice of an ambassador in behalf of ^ 'pro. 
the most high God, and bearing His name and character'. 'personam 
To such I answer; 1. Supposing that the fathers werctem. 
in error on that point, still this remains fixed and certain, 
that they themselves believed that our Saviour Jesus really 9 
existed before His birth, according to the flesh, of the 
most blessed Virgin; which is enough for our purpose. 
But it will be said, it is very likely that they, who erred in [22] 
their premises, were also deceived in their conclusion. I grant 
it, if they had built their conclusion only upon these pre- 
mises, which are supposed to be false. But in this in- 
stance the case is quite difi^erent. For the fathers, although 
they sometimes establish the pre-existence of the Son of God 
by this argument, do yet throughout their writings ' intimate > passim. 
that they were led to this view from other very plain testi- 
monies of Scripture, as well as from the tradition of the Apo- 
stles; this we shall hereafter shew clearly in its own time and 
place. But, 2ndly, I have, and always shall have, a religious 
scruple in interpreting the Holy Scriptures against the stream 
of all the fathers and ancient doctors, except when the most 
evident proofe compel me to do so; this, however, I do not 
believe will ever happen. For certainly the consentient judg- 
ment of antiquity, especially of primitive antiquity, ought 

" [§ 78. p. 691.] p [This treatise is not believed to be 

• [Page 728, &c.] Cyprian's.— B.] 

c2 
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speciem. 
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singula- 
rem. 



to outweigh the force of many probabilities and reasonings 
from likelihood. But it will be said^ there are in this instance 
the most evident reasons for thinking otherwise. Well then, 
let us see. 

10. The first objection they urge is, that in Exodus iii. 4 
we read, that God spoke to Moses out of the burning bush ; 
and, in Exod. xix. 20, and xx. 1, that God gave him the 
law ; whilst yet it is clear from other passages of Scripture, 
that it was a created angel, who in each case appeared and 
spoke to Moses. For by the author of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, ii. 2, the law is called " the word spoken by an- 
gels,'' with which compare Gkl. iii. 19. Stephen also. Acts 
vu., clearly says that an angel appeared to Moses in the 
bush, ver. 30, and that the law was ministered by the dispen- 
sation of angels, ver. 53. They add, that in that well-known 
appearance to Abraham in Mamre, Gen. xviii. 1, 2, although 
one of the three is distinguished by the name of Jehovah, yet 
it is certain that all the three were angels ; since the author 
of the Epistle to the Hebrews expressly says,'^^that they were 
angels whom Abraham and Lot hospitably entertained, xiii. 2. 

11. My answer is; when the fathers agree in asserting, 
that the angel who appeared to Abraham and Moses, and to 
whom the name of Jehovah and divine honours are attributed, 
was the Son of God, their statement admits of two senses ; 
namely, either that it was God, (that is, the Son of God,) de- 
signated by the name of an angel, inasmuch as He assumed 
a body or visible appearance such as angels are accustomed 
to use ; or that the Son of Gt>d was in the angel ; that is, that 
it was an angel who assumed the bodily shape, and that the 
Son of God was in the angel ; 1 mean, by a special mode of ac- 
companiment' and presence. On the former hypothesis, the 
objection alleged is met by saying that the Son of God is called 
an angel also, that is to say, ** the Angel of the covenant ;^' and 
that in these appearances He is called an angel, because He 
imitated the manner and way in which angels used to appear 
to men ; moreover, that it is not true that it was a created 
angel who spoke to Moses in the bush and on mount Sinai ; 
nor is this proved from its being said both by Stephen and 
the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, that the law of 
Moses was " given by angels," in the plural number ; because 



foiih the appearance of the Word, in two ways. 21 

notldng hinders but that Gbd might have been Himself booki. 
present on Sinai, although, to set forth His majesty, He | 9^11'. 
was attended by a multitude of angels : nay, from Deut. 
iKxxiii. 2, and Fs. Ixviii. 17, it most certainly appears that 
God Himself was present by a special presence on mount 
Sinai amongst those myriads of angels. And in the case 
of the appearance of the three, who turned aside to [visit] 
Abraham, [we should say] that two of them indeed were 
created angels, and that this is quite enough to preserve 
the truth of the Apostle^s words in Heb. xiii. 2 ; but that 
the third was the Son of God, since even Abraham recog- 
nised in Him the marks of the Divine Majesty, and therefore 
interceded with Him as with the supreme Judge, that, if it 
were possible, He might delay the destruction of the five 
cities [of the plain]. And very much in this way does 
the celebrated Andrew Rivet (among others) answer the ob- [24] 
jection in his Commentary on Hosea xii. 4 — 6. The second 
hypothesis, however, is adopted by many ancient writers, 
both Jewish and Christian. Trypho the Jew, in Justin^, 
contends, that in the appearance to Moses in the burning 
bush, two were present together, God and an angel ; that it 
was the angel which appeared in the flame of fire, whilst it 
was God, (that is to say, in the angel,) who spoke with 
Moses. Justin answers him, that this may be allowed with- 
out affecting the truth of his hypothesis — that it was the 
Son of God, I mean, who spoke to Moses ; although he 
afterwards tries to shew that the Son of God alone appeared 
to Moses. And indeed the view of Trypho seems to have 
been received and approved amongst the more ancient Jews. 
For even Stephen himself clearly teaches that it was an angel 
which appeared to Moses in the bush. Acts vii. 30, but that 
it was God Himself who spoke these words to Moses, " I am 
the God of thy fathers,'' &c.. Acts vii. 81, 32. Compare 
Exod. iii. 2, with verses 4 — 6. Clement of Alexandria, the 
same who affirms that He who was over the children of 
Israel in the wilderness, was the Instructor ^, that is, the Son > Psdago- 
of God, expressly teaches, and that in the very same passage % *^'*™' 

4 Dialog. cumTryphon.,pp.282,28«3. o-r^o-at rod \6yov S^yofuv, . . . t5 
[c. 60. p. 156, &c.] a^lnfia rh Kvpicuchy ipvKdrruv. — Paeda- 

' T^c cva77cA.<oy Kol ifytfUviov ^ir*- gog. i, 7. pp. 110, ill, [p. 133.] 
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that He who conducted Moses was an angel, " setting over 
him the evangelizing* and guiding power of the Word/' and 
"reserving the dignity of the Lord." And a little after- 
wards he adds, that, under the Old Testament, "the Word 
was an angel','' that is, appeared to men by means of 
angels. In which sense also he, by and by, calls the Son 
"the mystic Angel*,'* as concealing, as it were, at that period^ 
His divine majesty under the guise of an angel. The same 
view was entertained by many of the fathers who wrote 
after the council of Nice. Thus Athanasius (Orat. iv. against 
the Arians"), speaking concerning the angel which appeared 
to Moses in the bush, says, " He who appeared was an angel^ 
but it was God who spoke in him." Jerome (on chap. iii. 
of the Epistle to the Galatians) says% " But in that he asserts 
that the law was ordained by angels, this is what he would 
have understood, that^ whenever throughout the Old Testa- 
ment an angel is first said to appear, and afterwards God, as 
it were, is introduced speaking, it is really an angel, one of 
many ministering spirits, whoever he is, who appears, but it 
is the Mediator who speaks in him, who says, ' I am the God 
of Abraham,' " &c. Augustine (against Maximinus, book iii. 
near the end^) says, " Who was it, I ask, that appeared to 
Moses in the flame, when the bush is burning, but was not 
consumed? Although Holy Scripture itself declares, that 
in this case also it was an angel which appeared, in the 
words, ' But there appeared unto him an angel of the Lord 
in a flame of fire out of the bush,' yet who doubts that 
God was in the angel?" Gregory (Preface to Job, ii.') says. 



• K^os &yy f\os ^y. — fid. ibid. 1 

* fAvoTiKhs AyytKos. — [id. ibid.j 

™ 6 fihv ^aivifitvos ^v &yyf\os' 6 Jik 
Bths iy atrr^ i\d\tL — Tom. i. p. 467. 
[Orat, iii. 14. p. 563.] 

^ Quod autem ait, lex ordinata per 
angelos, hoc vult intelligi, quod in om- 
ni Veteri Testamento, ubi angelus pri- 
mum yisus refertur, et postea quasi 
Deus loquens inducitur, angelus qui- 
dem vere ex ministris pluribu8,quicnn- 
que sit, visus ; sed in illo Mediator lo- 
quatur, qui dicat, Ego sum Deus Abra- 
ham^ &c. — Ed. Par. 1627. Ftoni. vil p. 
441.]. 

y Quaero, inquit, quis apparuerit 
Mosi in igne, quando rubun inflamma- 



batur et non urebatur? quanquam et 
illic angel um apparuisse Scriptura ip- 
sa declarat, dicens, Apparuit autem ifii 
angelus Domini in fiamma ignis de rubo ; 
in angelo autem Deum fuisse quis du- 
bitot?— [Lib. ii. H. vol. viii. p. 742.] 

■ Angelus, qui Mosi apparuisse de- 
Bcribitur, modo angelus, modo Do- 
minus memoratur; angelus videlicet 
propter hoc, quod exterius loquendo 
serviebat ; Dominus autem dicitur, quia 
interius praesidens loquendi efficaciam 
ministrabat Cum ergo loquens ab in- 
teriori regitur, et per obsequiimi an- 
gelus, et per inspirationem Dominus 
nominatur. — [Gr :g. M. vol. i. p. 8.] 



A mere angel would not receive Divine Honour. 23 

" The angel which is described as appearing to Moses, is book i. 
sometimes mentioned as an angel^ at other times as the Lord ; ^?^j^j' '* 
as an angel^ that is, as it seems^ by reason of his doing service 
by outward speech ; but yet he is called the Lord, because it 
was He who, presiding within, supplied the power ^ of speech j > efficacia. 
as then he who speaks is guided by Him who is within, he hath 
both the name angel by reason of his service, and the name 
Lord by reason of His inspiration." With these agree Ful- 
gentius (against Maximus) and other writers ; and this opinion 
of the ancients seems to me to receive complete confirmation 
from that passage in Exodus xxiii. 20, where God, that is, the 
Son of God, according to the opinion of all primitive anti- 
quity, speaking to Moses, promises that He will send His [26] 
angel before His people, through the wilderness^ and that " His 
Name shall be mpa* i^i the midst of him^/^ It was, there- » in medio 
fore, in very truth an angel who went before the people of ^^^^ 
Israel to the promised land ; but yet an angel in whom the 
Son of God placed His name, that is, His own divine virtue 
and power ; in whom, that is to say. He was Himself pre- 
sent in some peculiar manner. However, from the words of 
Trypho in Justin, which we have just now quoted, it is clear 
that that notion never entered into the minds of the 
ancient Jews, which in our age has been entertained by 
certain learned men among Christians; namely, that He 
who appeared and spoke to Moses in the bush and on 
mount Sinai was a mere angel, who called himself the God 
of Abraham, and willingly permitted divine worship to be 
paid to him under the name of Qod. Surely such an opinion 
is too absurd, and is simply horrible. For it is impious to 
suppose that angels ever practised the art of actors, and 
that God ever communicated to them His incommunicable 
Name, or such a representation as that by it a creature 
should take to himself all that belongs to God. Rightly * Ribi at- 
also does the learned Cameron remark*; ''It is true advo- 
cates do often personate their clients ; but it has never been 
even heard of that any ambassador, in setting forth the 
mandates of his prince, spoke in any other than the third 
person, ' My sovereign says this.* Of which usage we have 
a remarkable testimony in the prophets, with whom, as it is 

* In Annot. ad Heb. ii. 2. 



24 Principle on which this interpretation is based. 



ON THE well known, the customary formula of expression is^ ^ Thus 
isTENCE ®*^*'^ *^® Lord/ Nay, even in visions angels acknowledge 
OP THE that they are sent^/' Hence Grotius himself allows in one 
placet, that he, who promulgated the ancient law on Sinai, 



SON. 



rem 



> singula- ^^ indeed a special^ angel, accompanied by a retinue of 
others ; not however a mere angel, but one with whom the 
Word was present. 

12. Let it be granted then, you will say, that it was God 
who by an angel, or under the figure of an angel, appeared 
and spake to holy men in the Old Testament ; yet by what 
reasonings we ask, were the (ancient) doctors led to believe 
that this was the Son of God? I answer, by the best of 
reasoning, if I am not mistaken, which they had learnt from 
apostolical tradition. I mean this ; God the Father, as He 
at first framed and created the world through His Son, so 
through the same Son did He afterwards manifest Himself to 
the world. Therefore the Son of God, although in the last 
times, through the dispensation of His incarnation. He has 
at length held familiar intercourse with mankind, still al- 
ways, even from the very earliest period of its existence, pre- 
sided over the Church ; and even under the Old Testament, 
though by a hidden and secret dispensation, shewed Himself^ 
to holy men. Clement of Alexandria {Pcsdagog. i. 11^) says; 

' ^ai5«7i^ "Of old time, then, the Word performed the olBSce of instructor' 
through Moses, and afterwards also through the prophets.^' 
Origen (against Celsus, lib. vi.®) writes thus ; "It was not as if 
God had awaked out of a long sleep, and sent Jesus to the 

* [al. "fui- human race; for although He (for good reasons) assigned unto* 
this time the dispensation of the Incarnation, yet had He 
always been a benefactor to mankind ; for nothing of what is 
good among men was ever done, except by the Word of God 
visiting the souls of those who, even for a httle while, were 
capable of receiving such influences of the Divine Word." 
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b Vide Athanas. Orat iy. cont Ari- 
an., p. 466. [Orat iii. 12. vol. L p. 561.] 
« Ad Gal. iii. 19. 
' jr6Xai ii.\v olv 81^ Mevo'civs 6 \6yos 

Pag. 132. [p. 155.] 

• o^x* &<nrtp ivh fieucpov Shrvov Sm- 
vturriis 6 Sehs fwtfi^ft rhw 'Iticovv r^ 

iyarcoiJuiTwriy olKoyof/dap vvv 8t* ^bhAyovs 



airiai iwutKyiftdxrama [irAfjpfl&o-avra, 
ed. Ben.], del 8^ rh y4vos r&v ii^pA' 
way th€pyerfi(ravrar oitBky yhp r&y iy 
iiySpdhrois icoXwy ytyevi^TCUt fA^ rod 
6eiov \&yov iirt^fiiJL'fia'avros rais ^v- 
Xius rStv K^y 6\iyoy Kouphy dfUvyrifii- 
ytay B^^aadai ras roidaUt rod Btlov \6- 
yov ii'c/yycfoj.— Pag. 329. [§ 78. p. 691.] 
Vide et lib. iii. p. 119. [§ H. p. 456.] et 
lib. iv. p. 165. [§ 6. p. 506.] 
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Terttillian, however, expresses himself most plainly and fully 
(against Praxeas, c. 15. [p. 509']); "It was the Son who was g^nllVi* 
always seen, and the Son who has always worked by the 
authority and will of the Father, for ' the Son can do nothing 
of Himself, but what He seeth the Father do,' &c. . . .Thus, 'all 
things were made by the Son, and without Him was not any 
thing made.' And think not that only the works which per* 
tain to the [creation of the] world were made through the 
Son, but also whatever since that time has been done by 
God.'* Afterwards, c. 16«, follow the words which we have 
quoted above; ''The God, who conversed with men upon 
earth, could have been no other than the Word, which was 
to be made flesh.'' 

13. There remains a second objection, which is held up by 
certain very learned men as unanswerable \ and it shall beMnvicUm. 
discussed by me in but few words. They urge then, that this 
opinion of the fathers is diametrically opposed to most ex- 
press words of Holy Scripture. For, say they, the inspired 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, i. 1, 2, plainly says that 

" Gt>d, who in divers manners spake in times past unto the 
fathers and prophets, hath at length in the last days spoken 
[unto men] through His Son :" but it is evident that by the 
last days is meant the age of the Gospel ; therefore before 
that time the Son of God had never spoken, or God through 
His Son ; otherwise, the author would not have been correct 
in opposing the last days of the Gospel to the early period 
of the ancient law, if the Son of God, or God through the 
Son, has appeared and spoken in both. 

14. Ludovicus de Tena proposes this objection, and an- 
swers it in words to the following eflFect** ; " Paul only 
makes a difference between this last appearance of the 
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' Filius yisus est semper, [FUius 
conyenatus est semper] et Filius ope- 
ntus est semper, ex auctoritate Patris 
et voluntate, quia Filius nihil a semet- 
ipso potest facere, nisi viderit Patrem 
facientem, &c. . . . Sic omnia per Fili- 
um (acta sunt, et sine illo factum est 
nihil. Nee putes sola opera mundi per 
Filium facta, sed et quse a Deo exinde 
gesta sunt. — Tert adv. Praxeam, c. 15. 
p. 509. 

t Deus in terris cum hominihus con- 
versari non alius potuit, quam Sermo, 



qui caio erat futurus. — [Ibid. c. 16.] 

^ Respondeo Paulum solum ponere 
discrimen inter hanc ultimam appari- 
tionem Filii Dei, et priores V. T. quia 
istse fiebant in creatura corporali, non 
hypostatice unita FUio Dei ; et ita me- 
dio supposito create corporeo, imo et 
angelico, loquebatur Filius Dei. At 
vero in ilia apparitione Verbi incarnati, 
de qua assent, novissime iocutus est no- 
bU in FUio, non mediat aliquod suppo- 
sitiim creatum, neque corporeum, ne- 
que angclicum ; scd Verbum divinum 



26 The Word Incarnate spoke without any intervening Person. 

ON THE Son of God, and the earlier ones of the Old Testament/ 
imMCE ^^ *^^* those were made in a created body, not united 
OF THE hypostatically to the Son of God j and so the Son of God 

' — spoke through the medium of a subject ^ created, corpo- 

>.nppo.ita ^^^^ „^^ ^^^^^ ^Qgg^j^ S„^ j^ ^^^ appearance of the 

incarnate Word, of which he asserts, ' He hath in these 
last days spoken unto us by Ilis Son,' no created subject 
intervenes, either corporeal or angelic, but the Divine Word 
immediately, without the intervention of any subject, spoke 
unto men. Nor is it any difficulty that this had been done 
through the medium of His human nature, because that na- 
ture was without any subject of its own, and was immediately 
united to the Word as its subject. Now this is the legitimate 
sense of the words, and thus the contrast spoken of, when 
rightly explained, holds good, and the superiority of the gos- 
pel over the ancient law.'* This answer of the very learned 
writer, though barbarous so far as the expressions are con- 
cerned, (after the fashion of the schools,) is nevertheless 
sound and solid in sense, and, as is evident from the testi- 
monies adduced a little above, in agreement with the mind 
of the ancient fathers. To this may be added the following : 
Justin Martyr in the Apology for the Christians, which in 
the common editions is called the first, though in reality it 
is the second, speaks thus of the Word or Son of God*; 
" For He was and is the Word, who is in every thing ; who 
foretold what should come to pass, both through the pro- 
phets, and through Himself, when He had become of like 
passions with us, and had taught us these things.'' In this 
passage Justin teaches, that the Word or Son of God under 
the Old Testament manifested Himself to the prophets in a 
certain manner, and through them to others; but that in 
the last days, having taken our nature unto Himself, He 
per seip- by Himself delivered unto us His heavenly doctrine ; and 
that herein especially consists the excellence of the gospel 
over the old law. To this agrees Clement of Alexandria, 

imnnediate immediatione suppositi lo- gelii supra logem veterem. — In cap. i. 

quebatur hominibus. Neque obstat, Epist. ad Heb. difficult 2. % 2. [p. 32.] 
quod hoc fnerat media humana natura, * \^os yhp Ijy koI iartv 6 iv TvanX 

quia h»c caruit proprio supposito, et ^i^, koX ^th rSov Tpo^rjr&y irftotiTioy rk 

immediate fuit unite supposito Verbi. fiiWovra ylvftrBtu, koX Bi* iavrov Sfioio- 

Et hie est legitimus sensus horum ver- iraOovs ytyofi^vov Koi BiZd^avros toOto. 

borum, et sic manet recte pxplicata — Pag. 48, 49. [Apol. ii. 10. p. 95.] 
dicta contrapositio, et excellentia evan- 
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Scripture evidence far the truth of this view. 27 

{Padag. i, 7^}) "For the Lord was, indeed, the Instructor* booki. 
of His ancient people by means of Moses, but by Himself § ^i'^.L' 
is He the guide of His new people, face to face." And a i p^Ja o- 
little after; "Previously indeed for the elder people there gua. 
was an elder covenant, and the law schooled the people with 
fear, and the Word was an angel ; but now unto His new 
and younger people a new and younger covenant has been 
given, and the Word has cojne to be [unto us], and fear 
has been turned into love, and that mystic Angel is bom, 
even Jesus." And no other was the meaning of Tertullian, 
when, in the passage which we have quoted a little above^, 
he teaches, " That the Son of God came down to converse 
with men, from Adam to the patriarchs, in vision, in dream, 
in mirror, in dark saying," &c. 

15. Thus no solid objection can be brought out of Holy Scrip- 
ture against this opinion of the ancient fathers. Let us now 
enquire, whether the Holy Scriptures do not plainly enough 
favour this view. Concerning the angel who led the people of 
Israel in the wilderness, (of whom it is written, " Beware of Exod. 
His face, and obey His voice, provoke Him not, for He will ^^^*"' ' 
not spare thee, nor pardon thy transgressions ; for My name 
is in Him,") St. Paul expressly teaches, that He was the Son 
of God, who afterwards was called Christ. " Neither let us i Cor. x. 9. 
tempt Christ," he says, '^as some of them also tempted, and [31] 
were destroyed of the serpents"." At least these words shew 
that Christ was present with the children of Israel in the 
wilderness, and was tempted by them. The heretic Socinus, 
indeed, here objects, that it is written by St. Paul, " Let us 
not tempt Christ, as some of them also tempted," but that it 1 2 
is not written, ''as some of them tempted Christ;" and 
therefore that the sentence may be very suitably filled up with 
another word, for instance " God ;" but this is clearly futile. 
For verymany instances of this elliptical mode of expression are 
to be found in the Scriptures ; thus St. John viii. 56, " Abra- 

^ teai yiip ^v its kKtiOSos Zih ixkv M«- X^oi yey 4vTrrai, Kcd 6 <t>6$os c/s ityd- 

ff4ws iraihayttyhs 6 K^ios rod \cu>v rov vrfp fitTordrparrait ica2 6 fivcTiKhs ixtT' 

iroXaioS* 8t' alrov 8i, rov v4ov KaBriyf- vos HyytKoi *Iij<roiJj riKt^rai, — Pag. 

fkitv Kaovt wp6<rofirov wphs wp6{r9oirop. 110, 11]. [p. 132.] 
, , . rh fi^y oJfv irp6Tfpoy t# wptfffivrtpi^ * [§ '^•l 

Xa^ irpftT^vripa SioB^ ijv, Koi vifios "» firj^\ Uvttpaim^tv rhv Xpitrrhv, 

ifrai9ayt&y*i rhv Xahy fitra ^6fiou, Ka\ KoOias Kai rives ain&y ivclpcurav, Ktd &wh 

X6yos &y:y€Xoi ^v kcuv^ 5i KaX yuu Aoy r&y 6^to»¥ inrcaXoyro, 1 Cor. x. 9. 
Kcuy^ Kol yia Statf^Ki) ScSo'^rat, kcX 6 



28 It was Christ whom the Israelites tempted. 

ON THE ham rejoiced to see My day, and he saw /* there is no repeti- 
tion of " and he saw My day," but that is understood. But 
we have a most apposite instance of this kind of expression 
in Peut. vi. 16 j " Thou shalt not tempt the Lord thy God, 
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[Massah.] as thou tcmptcdst in the place of temptation;" where it is 
obvious that the latter clause refers to Him, whose name 
was just before mentioned, '^the Lord thy God," without 
any repetition of it.' Besides, we might ask the heretic in turn, 
why it was not added, " as some of them tempted God ° ?" 
Surely, if that be the sense of this verse, which the heretic 
fixes on it, no reason can be given for the ellipsis ; but, if 
the meaning of the passage be that which we give it, as it 
certainly is, the reason for the ellipsis may most easily be 
given. For it would have been a much more unusual form 
of expression if the name of Christ had been repeated. 
Lastly, the particle /eal, ^' also," in this place is of great force ; 
as shewing that the words of the Apostle must necessarily 
be so taken, as if he meant, '' that Christ was tempted 
in the wilderness by the Israelites." For to what purpose 
would it have been for him to have said, " as also," when in 
the former clause there was no mention made of God, but 
only of Christ? Accordingly Grotius^, perceiving with his 
usual acuteness that this quibble of the Socinians is clearly 
absurd, himself cast about for some other way of escaping 
[the force of the words.] " The clause," he says, " must ne- 
cessarily* be read firjie ixireipi^cofiep rbv ©eoi^,/ neither let 
us tempt God.^" Is it really so? must it be so read " neces- 
sarily?" Let us have a reason. "Because," he says, ''that 
most ancient MS." (the Alexandrine p) " so reads the pas- 
sage." But surely those most ancient MSS., which were 

!;!l!i^ ^-*- used by the Syriac, Arabic, and the old Latin^ translators, 
and by Ambrose, Chrysostom, and Theophylact, all have 
Xpurrov, (Christ,) not Oeov, (God:) and this reading too 
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ommno. 



turns. 



° Vide Cameron in loco. 

• In loco. 

P And the Ethiopic version of the 
New Test. (MiU in loco.) CerUinly as 
there ^gree with the printed text, not 
only Irensus, Theodotus in itriTo- 
fjuus, and very many Greek and Latin 
writers, hut also all the manuscript 
copies without exception, and particu- 
larly the Codex Ciaromonlantts and the 



Codex GermanensiSf hoth Greek- Latin 
MSS., and that Vulgate which seems 
to have heen earlier than the time of 
Marcion ; I am quite of opinion that 
the Apostle himself wrote Xpiarhr, 
which was altered into Sthy by some 
daring critic, who could not see the 
truth of the common reading, that the 
Israelites tempted Christ in 4he wiU 
derness. Id, ib. — Bowykr. 
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is foUowed by all those other copies which are presented booki. 
to us in the Polyglott Bibles, except that the Lincoln has §"5^16. 
Kvpiop, which also is in the New Testament a name of 
Christ*^. And the Codex Alexandrinus is not of so great au- 
thority as that it should be set against so general an agree- 
ment. This very distinguished man, however, adduces an- 
other reason ; " Christ/^ he says, " is the name of a man, 
who, it is certain, did not exist at that time/^ The answer 
is most easy. Christ is here put for the Son of God, who 
afterwards in the fulness of time, when He had taken unto 
Him human nature, was called Christ ; so that there is here 
a synecdoche, as it were, of the whole, as in other passages of 
Scripture^ By the same sophism, Grotius also eludes the [33] 
force of a most express testimony to the divinity of the Son 
of God, that in CoL i. 16. [" By Him were all things created, 
that are in heaven, and that are in earth, visible and invisible, 
whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or 
powers ; all things were created by Him, and for Him.^'] 
" It is certain,^^ he says, " that all things were created by the 
Word ; but the preceding context shews that the Apostle is 
speaking of Christ, which is the name of a man. So that it 
would be more correct to render the word iKrlaOrj, ordinata 
sunt — were placed in a new condition.^^ But if these words 
of the Apostle do not speak of a creation, properly so called, 
I should believe that Holy Scripture laboured under inex- 
plicable difficulty, and that no certain conclusion could be 
deduced from its words, however express they might seem 
to be. 

16. From these things, however, it is clear, that, what the 
primitive fathers taught concerning the appearances of the 
Word, or Son of God, to the patriarchs and saints under the 
Old Testament, were no vain imaginations of their own, but 
derived from the very teaching of the Apostles. There is this 
further (which I put before the reader as especially useful for 
him to observe) that neither were the Apostles of Christ the 
first to teach these truths, but that they derived them from the 
ancient cabala or tradition of the Jews ; or, at least, that those 

4 MS. in the possession of Dr. J. Co- shews that K^piov is found in several 

▼el ; Theodoret and Epiphanius have MSS. — B.] 
Kiptop, — BowTER. [The Slavonic ver- ' See Vossii Instit OraL iv. 7. 

sion confirms Sthv; and Griesbach 



80 Fiew of the Jews, that it was the Word who visited 

ON THE things which the Apostles were taught on this subject^ by the 
18TEKCE piispi^tio'^ of] the Holy Ghost^ agrees well with that tradi« 
OP THE tion. Thus Philo the Jew, just like St. Paul, explains the angel, 
who led the children of Israel in the wilderness, of the Word 



and first-begotten Son of God, through whom God directs 
and governs the universe. In his book Of Agriculture* there 
is a most express passage ; " For God as a shepherd and king 

> BixfiV' guides by a certain order * and law, as if they were a flock, 
earth and water, air and fire, and again whatsoever they con- 
tain, plants and living beings, whether mortal or divine; the 
nature of the heavens too, and the circuits of the sun and 
moon, as well as the turnings and harmonious movements of 
[34] the other stars; having set over them His true Word', even His 

CpBoy \6- first-begotten Son, to undertake the care of this sacred flock, 
as some vicegerent of a powerful king ; for in a certain place 

Ex. xxiii it is said, ' Behold I am, and I will send My angel before thy 
face to keep thee in the way.^ ^' Philo also understands, as 
the ancient Christians did, that God, who appeared to Adam 
in paradise after his fall, to Moses in the bush, and also to 
Abraham, was the Word. For thus he writes in his work 
13 Of Dreams*; "The sacred Word to some enjoins as a king 
with authoritative command what they ought to do ; whilst 
others He instructs in what will proflt them, as a teacher his 
intimate disciples ; to others as a counsellor suggesting the 
best advice. He greatly aids such as of themselves know 
not what will be for their good ; again, to others as a friend, 

* KoBdirtp ydp rtra volfjon/iy, yriy, koI iplffTai. robs rh avfuf>4pop i^ lavTcwi' 

88«p, fca2 &cpo, Kol irvpf icol Z<ra iv to6' oI>k €t96Tas fi4ya ctf^cAci^ roTs 8c &s 

rois ibvrd re ai «ral fAa, t& /ily Btnfriif ^Kos iwiciicws feed /icr^ w€t9ovs -roAA^ 

T^ M 0cta, Uri Bh olpayou tpiauff ical kclL rSov iippirrwy iiyeup4p€t, Stv ovh^v vA' 

ilXiov ffol (TcA^nrt ircpu$8ovf, wol r»v r»v kr4\€<rrov iwoKovcai 04fur (art 8* 

&XA»i' iurr4pwy rpowds tc al ica2 x^P*^* ^* ^^ wvyOdytral ru^tty^ &airfp rov 

iyapfAoylovs, &i iroifi^y icol jSoo-iAcvs 6 *A8^ r^, ttoi/ cI; ... ^irci8^ ik4y roi 

Beds &7ii Kara SUctjk koI y6fioyf Tpoani- irphs rh r&y ^iXuy $K9p trw^pioy, ob 

adfityos rhy 6p9by aifTov \6yoy itpwr6' wpArepoy &pxfTai Acycii^, 1j fKturroy av- 

yoyoy vlhy, hs riiy iirtfi4\€tay rijs UfAs T&y iiycuca\4ff(u teal lyofiatrrl irpo<rct- 

rain^is i,y4\iis, old ris fuydhov fiaai- ir€!y, lya rii ^a iSpotvayr^s, [iufopBtd' 

\4vs Hvapxos 9iciZ4^trcu. ical yiip ftpri- vayr^s MSS. et Potter,] ^cvx^f «cal 

raimv *\Mt 4y6 9lfUfiLiro(rrf\& Ayyt- ifpoa'oxp XP^V^^^^^* ^^^ $Hrtu^vfi4y€ty 

K6y fiov §ts wp6ffwir6v <rov rod ^vXd^ai cis ftAiyoroi' fiy^uriy hcoivaty' iw^l koL 

ah 4y rp 6B^. — De Agric, p. 195. ecQt MpnBi X4yrrai, aiJinra kqjL tLK0V€' rov^ 

Par. 1640. [vol. I p. 308] rov rhy rp^oy M r^s fiirou Mwr^t 

' 6 Uphs \6yos rois fihy &a fiaatX^hs iiyaKaXeirai. &s yhp c28c, ^ali^, Sri 

h xph wpdrrtiy 4^ 4irtrdyfULros vapapy- irpoadyu iScii^, ^icoAco'cy airhy 6 B€hs 

7cAAcr ro7s 8i &$ yyupifAois 8<8c£(ricaAos 4k rris fidrov, h4y»y' M«#i>ir^, ViulOa^* 6 

T^ Tphs w^^Aciw &ifn/y9nai' rois Zh &s * 84 efire* ri 4irriy ; 'Afipiuif*. 8«, ic.t.A.— 

aiffifiovKos yy4ifias *hriyo6fityos r&f Be Somn., pp. 593, 594. [vol.L p. 649.] 



the world under the Old Testament; frwi Philo, 31 

with gentleness and persuasion^ He communicates many book i. 
even of His secrets^ none of which is it lawful for the un- |"g**]7 
initiated to hear; at times also He enquifes of some^ as He 
did of Adam, saying. Where art thou ? . . . But when the Word 
has come into the assembly of His friends, He does not begin 
to speak, until He has called each of them, and addressed him 
by name, that with ears intent and with quietness and atten- 
tion they may lay up His oracles in never-failing memory ; 
as in another place also it is written, ' Be still, and listen/ In 
this way Moses is called at the bush, ' For when the Lord,' 
he says, ' saw that he drew near to see, God called him out [35] 
of the bush, and said, Moses, Moses ; and he answered. What 
is it ?' &c. So also Abraham,^' &c. 

In the same book^ also he was of opinion 1, with the holy Wensit 
fathers of the Church, that the Lord who rained brimstone 
and fire upon Sodom and Gomorrah was the Word ; for after 
quoting those words out of Genesis, *^ The sun was risen upon 
the earth when Lot entered into Zoar^, and the Lord rained ' Segor. 
upon Sodom and upon Gomorrah brimstone and fire;'' he 
immediately adds, "For when the Word of God visits our 
terrestrial system, He gives help and succour to such as are 
akin to virtue and incline to it, so as to afford to them a [35] 
refuge and complete security ; whilst upon His enemies He 
sends irremediable destruction and ruin." 

17. This testimony is not weakened by the observation^ 
which Grotius has made, that the created angels themselves 
are called by Philo throughout, the Words, roiff \0y0v9; 
doubtless because they also are, according to their measure, 
the messengers and interpreters of God's will to men. For 
although this is most true, still it is evident that Philo, 
in the passages quoted, (to which it would be easy to add 
many others,) designates as the Word, one certain individual 
being', so called by way of pre-eminence, who is the first-be- a gingui^. 
gotten Son of God, superior to all the angels, and even to J^™ **"*"" 
the whole universe. And if this same Philo has, in some 
instances, used expressions concerning the Word and first- 
begotten Son of God, which are not worthy of His majesty, 

" 6 yitp rod 9«ov \6yos, Sror M rh ra/pvy^v koL ffetrnplw aln-ois irop^fciy 

7«6Scf iffMi&y (TvffrrifjM i^fxirreu, rots irayreX^' rois 8i iarriwa?i.ou iK^Bpow koX 

lk\v &p6T^s crv77ffy^<n koL wphs iptr^v fOopiof wlarotf iinir4fiirtu — Pag. 578. 

iL'iroKMtrovat¥ itffiiyu Koi /Soi^^ci, &s Ka» [p. 638.] 



82 Philo^s statements confirmed by the Book of Wisdom, 
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ON THE this is easily to be excused in an age in which the mystery 

PRB-EX- • * 9 

I8TBNCE o^ ^^^ most Holy Trinity had not, as yet^ been fully revealed 

OP THE to the Jews. Nay, it is rather to be wondered at that a man 

— '— should have seen so clearly in so great a darkness. For in 

Book ii. Of the Allegories of the Law % he says, that this Word 

of God is '' above the whole world, the oldest and most uni- 

^y%¥iKATa' versal * of all things which have been made." And in his work 
Of the Creation of the Worlds, he calls the same being "the 
Word of God that created the world." And, afterwards*, he 
speaks of " the divine Word, and the Word of God, invisible 
and perceived by the mind, a supercelestial star, the fountain 
of the stars which are perceived by sense." Also in his book 
On the Confusion of Tongues^ he calls Him not only " the 
most ancient and the most sacred Word of God," but like- 
wise " His eternal image." 

18. Lest, however, any one should suspect that Fhilo 

^jxaerwi- Platouizcs ' in these expressions, (an opinion which many have 
entertained who are not acquainted with Jewish literature, 
whereas it should rather be thought that Plato Fhilonizes ^ 
that is, that he derived his notions concerning the Logos 
from the doctrines of the Jews, which were, I may say, the 
mother tongue of Philo,) the Jewish author of the book in- 
titled " the Wisdom of Solomon," (who it is certain from 
most evident proofs, was much more ancient than Philo, and 
not, as some have imagined, Philo himself,) propounds the 
same doctrines concerning the Word. For in xviii. 15, speak- 
ing of the Angel who smote the first-born of the Egyptians, 
he says, " Thine almighty Word leaped down out of heaven 
from off Thy royal throne, as a fierce man of war, into the 
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irpttrfivraroy Koi ytvue^aroy r&v Ztra 
y^0P€. — Leg. AUegor. p. 93. [lib. iii. 
vol. i. p. 121.] 

y ©€ow Xvyov Koa-fiowotovvTO. — De 
Opi£ Mirndi, p. 5. [vol. i. p. 5. So 
quoted by Bp. Bull ; Dr. Burton says ; 
" In citing these words this great man 
has made a slight mistake. Philo's 
words are: «l Hi ru iOfKiitrtu yv/iyo- 
ripois }(p^€ra<r$eu ro7s 6v6fiaffWf o68iy 
fty trf£OP ^tiroi rhy vorrrhv ttvai k6ciao¥ 
^ 8fow Xiyov ffdij icocr/unroioiWof."] 

■ riy hiparov icol yojfrby Bnoy Xvyov, 
KoX 6cou K6yoy, ^tpovpdytoy iurr^poL, 
win^j» r&y alffBrrr&y iuarriptty^ — Ibid., p. 



6. [So quoted by Bp. Bull ; Dr. Burton 
says ; " He here also cites Philo's words 
inaccurately : rhv hh h6paroy koX yoririy 
$(7oy \6yoy Kot 6coD \&yoy (tK6yaK€yet 
Ocou, Kal rairris ^inSya rd yoryrdy ^s 
iKtiyOf 6 0«lou \6yov yiyoyw c/iccirv rov 
BifpfATiytifftiyTOs T^y yiytffiy abrov' icol 
$iTTiy ^tpovpaytos icrr^p, mtyii r&y 
edardrfT&y iurrtpwy.**^ 

* [The whole passage is, koI yhp tl 
fi'ffww Ueiyol 6fov vtuBts yofti(nr$ai 7c- 
ySyt^Atyf iAA(i roi rod iudtov dnSyos 06- 
rovt \6yov rov Upwrdrov Btov yhp cl- 
Kinff Xiyos b irpe<r0^arof.] — De Conf. 
Ling., p. 341. [vol. i. p. 427.] 



And by the use of *' The Wwd?^ in the Jewish Paraphrases. 33 

midst of a land of destruction :" where it is clear that the bock i. 
author is speaking of a personally-subsisting Word^ And it _§_i7j^E|!_ 
is no less evident that it is not some ministering angel^ as * ^<^»» ^»'- 
Grotius would have it, but a Divine Person^ that is designated 
in this place; for the author calls this Word' ''Almighty/' a Sermo- 
and also assigns to Him '' a royal throne in heaven/' We "®™' 
may further add what he afterwards says of the same Being 
in the 16th verse ; " And standing up^ He filled all things with 14 
death; and He touched the heaven, but He walked upon [38] 
the earth;'' in these words are signified the greatness and 
power of Him who filleth all things, and displays His power 
in heaven and on earth. The author possibly erred in this 
point, (I say, possibly, for I will not venture to assert cer- 
tainly that he has erred,) in expounding the destroying angel 
of the Word, inasmuch as learned commentators in general 
have thought that he was a mere angel. However, it is 
clear from this passage that this ancient and venerable 
writer believed that the Word Himself, being sent by God 
the Father, sometimes came down from His royal throne in 
heaven unto men in the form of an angel, and that on this 
account He is in Scripture called by the name of an Angel. 
For the same view Masius quotes, out of the Jewish Rabbis, 
the very ancient book Tanchumah, and the Rabbi Gerun- 
densis; whose words he cites at some length in his com- 
mentary on Joshua v. 13, 14. 

19. It is, however, to be especially observed here, (as has 
been long ago remarked by learned men,) that almost always 
in the Scriptures of the Old Testament, when God is men- 
tioned as speaking to us, assisting us, or in short holding any 
sort of intercourse with us, the Chaldee Paraphrases render 
the name of God by nmo^ or id^id, Verbum, the Word ; no 
doubt signifying hereby, that in such passages it is the Son 
of God who is spoken of, who is called the Word, and whose 
peculiar ofiSce it is to hold converse with us. Thus in 
Gen. iii. 8, instead of " They heard the voice of the Lord 
God," the Targum of Onkelos, and the Targum ascribed to 
Jonathan, have, " They heard the voice of the Word of the 
Lord God." In the same chapter, verse 9, instead of, " And 
God called unto Adam," the Jerusalem Targum has, *' And 
the Word of the Lord called unto Adam ;" just as we have 
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34 Attempt to explain this usage othenvise ; fruitless, 

OKTRE before seen that Philo understood the passage. In Gen. 

KKCTOF xxi. 20, instead of, " And God was with him," Onkelos bas^ 
THE SON. ti A -.J i.1.^ TIT J ^c i.1.^ T ^,-j ^ —ii-u u:«« *.^ 1,^1^ v;,« .w 



"And the Word of the Lord was with him, to help hira;^ 
[39] and in the 22nd verse, instead of " God is with thee," Onkelos 
has, " The Word of the Lord is with thee for a help." So in 
Hosea i. 7, instead of, " And I will save them by Jehovah 
their God," the Targum of Jonathan has, " I wiU save them 
» Dei Do- by the Word of the Lord their God*." This passage the ancient 
mini 8U1. Q}jyig|.j|^,j writers also agreed in explaining of the salvation of 
God^s people to be obtained through Christ. To elnde the 
force of these places, (similar ones to which are contained in 
the Targums throughout ^) some writers remark, that KiD^D 
or "TtD^D is occasionally used for axno^, " himself '^.^ But this 
is to no'purpose, for though we should allow the fact, we yet 
on good grounds deny that that mode of expression applies 
to the passages before us. For, besides that it is plain from 
the evidence alleged above out of Philo and the book of Wis- 
dom, that the ancient Hebrews recognised a certain Word of 
God the Father, [as] a Person really distinct from God the 
Father Himself, who used to come down [from heaven] to 
' loqui. men and converse' with them ; there are also in the Chaldee 
Paraphrases some passages which altogether refuse to admit 
the interpretation in question. In Gen. xx. 3, where the 
Hebrew text has, " And God came to Abimelech,^' the Tar- 
gum of Onkelos (with which the Targum of Jonathan agrees) 
translates it, " And ^i wo p lO^tD the Word from the face of 
God came to Abimelech ;" which cannot, certainly, be under- 
stood to mean, "And God Himself came from the face of 
God,^^ &c. So, according to the testimony of Petrus Gala- 
tinus, iii. 28, and that writer of very great learning and inte- 
grity, Paulus Fagius, on Dent, v., the Targum of Jonathan, 
on Ps. ex. 1, (for the part of that Targum which is on the 
Psalms has now either altogether perished, or at all events is 
[40] • not extant in print,) paraphrases the words thus, " The Lord 
said ma^'ch, unto His Word, Sit Thou on My right hand /* 
which cannot possibly be understood to mean, the Lord 
said unto Himself, &c. But enough on this point. 

^ ^ On this see more In Poole's Sjmop- see Jacob. Capellus in his Annotations 
sis on Job. l 1. — Bowyer. on John i. 1. 

* For tbt reason of this expression 



These considerations also establish His Consubstantiality. 35 

20. From all that has been said^ it is now manifest on bookl 
how great authority the ancient doctors of the Church §^^20. 
affirmed that it was the Son of God who in firmer times^ 
under the Old Testament^ appeared to holy men, distin- 
guished by the Name of Jehovah, and honoured by them 
with divine worship. But the attentive reader will observe, 
that here, whilst I have aimed at proving by the testimo- 
nies adduced the pre-existence of the Son before [His birth 
of] the Virgin Mary^ I have at the same time furnished no 
inconsiderable confirmation, also, of His consubstantiality. 
Inasmuch as from what we have thus far said, it is most 
evident, that the ante-Nicene fathers, with one consent, 
taught, (in accordance with the Holy Scripture of the 
Old Testament, and the teachers of the ancient Jews,) that 
He who appeared and spoke to Moses, in the burning bush 
and on Mount Sinai, who manifested Himself to Abraham, 
&c., was the Word, or Son, of God. It is, however, certain, 
that He who appeared is called Jehovah, I am*, the God of Eumqui 
Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob, &c., titles which clearly ^ ' 
are not applicable to any created being, but are peculiar to 
the true God. And this is the very reasoning which the fathers 
all employ to prove, that in such manifestations it was not 
a mere created angel, but the Son of God, who was present ; 
that the Name of Jehovah, namely, and divine worship are 
given to Him who appeared; but that these are not com- 
municable to any creature, and belong to the true God 
alone; whence it follows that they all believed that the Son 
was very God. This, however, I must simply pass over, until 
I come to the proof of the second proposition. Meanwhile 
let us proceed to what remains bearing on the division 
already before us. 
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15 CHAPTER II. 

[41] 

THE SECOND FAET OF THE FBOFOSITIOy IS ESTABLISHED, BESFECTING THE 
FRE-EXISTENCE OF THE SON BEFORE THE FOUNDATION OF THE WOBLD, AND 
THE OBEATION OF ALL THINGS THBOUGH HIV. 

oNTHv 1. I PASS to the second portion of our Proposition, that 
'kncko?^" i** to shew that the Doctors of the first ages of the Church 
™'"^'^' belieVed that the Son was begotten of God the Father be- 
fore the foundations of the world were laid, and that this 
universe was created through Him. It will not be neces- 
sary to spend much time on this ; since in the following 
books we shall adduce many passages out of these writers, 
which declare far more excellent things of the Son of God. 
At present, therefore, I shall be content with a few testi- 
monies from such writers as flourished either in the very age 
> in prima of the Apostles, or in that of their first successors' ; during 
rum SioSo- which timcs especiaUy, our modern Photinians impudently 
^' aver, that their tenets obtained in the Church of Christ. 

2^. An Epistle is extant, which was printed* for the first 
time in our own days, bearing the name of St. Barnabas. 
That the Apostle Barnabas was the author of it, was the 
opinion of our own very learned Hammond, the illustrious 
Isaac Vossius, and others'; and chiefly on the ground that 
Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and other ancient writers, 
frequently quote it under his name. Nor have the patrons of 
the opposite opinion^ any thing else to advance against them, 
except that the author of the Epistle appears to have inter- 
preted some passages of the Old Testament too mystically. 
A probable reason for this, however, is given by Hammond 
in his first Dissertation against Blondel^ ; where, after having, 
in the preceding chapters, drawn the character of the Gnos- 
[42] tics, he says, ''The Epistle of the Apostle Barnabas, which waa 
published not long ago, will admit of easy explanation from 

*■ [Orabe's annotations on this sec- ' [Pearson, Cave, Du Pin, Wake.— 

lion will be found in an Appendix at B.] 

the end of the work.] v [Basnage, Jones (on the Canon of 

• [Paris. 1645, cum notis Menardi the N. T. q. v.) — B.] 

et Dacheril— B.] ^ Chap. 7. §§ 4, 6, pp. 22, 23. 
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this one characteristic of the Gnostics: whereas otherwise (as a book i. 

CHAP II 

complicated and lengthy riddle) it will most certainly create ^ 1/2. ' 
a difficulty to its readers. Those disciples of Simon (Magus) Bakkabas. 
arrogating to themselves knowledge {yv&aiv)^ that is^ the 
power of interpreting Holy Scripture mystically, were in the 
habit of accommodating many mysteries of the Old Testa- 
ment to their own impure uses. Hence Barnabas, almost 
throughout the whole of this Epistle of his, opposes to the 
doctrines of the Gnostics very many passages, also mystically 
and cabalistically interpreted.^' And in the following chap- 
ters he shews how well the whole Epistle serves to refute the 
wild notions' of the Gnostics. Be that however as it may, ^ deliriis. 
at any rate he is proved to have been an author of the very 
earliest . antiquity, by the testimonies of the ancients cited 
above, by his use of expressions which are peculiar to the apo- 
stolic age, by the simplicity of his style, and lastly, by the 
heresies which he opposes, and which are such only as sprung 
up' in the time of the Apostles themselves. Now this author, ' pullula- 
not far from the beginning of the Epistle, according to the '""^ 
pld Latin translation, (for the Greek original in that part is 
lost,) thus speaks of our Saviour, chap. 5*; ''And for this 
end the Lord endured' to suffer for the salvation of our souls, > rastinuit 
though He is the Lord of all the earth, to whom He said on 
the day'* (perhaps we should read "to whom God said'') 
[DeiM for die"] " before the creation of the world, ' Let us 
make man in our own image, and after our own likeness."' 
And a little afterwards he calls the sun the handy-work^ of ^opusma- 
the Son of God. It is a remarkable passage in the same ""'^™* 
chapter, which runs thus^ ; " He at that time manifested 
Himself to be the Son of God ; for if He had not come in 
the flesh, how could men have been saved by looking on 
Him? For in looking on the sun, which will one day cease 
to be, and which is His handy- work, they cannot endure to 
fix their eyes full upon its rays." Lastly, in chap. 12 he [43] 



* £t ad hoc Dominus sustinuit pati 
pro anima nostra, cum sit orbis terra- 
rum Dominus, cui dixit die (forte le- 
gendum, Deus) ante constitutionem 
saeculi, Faeiamus hominem ad imaginem 
€t similitudinetn nostram, — Pag. 217, 
218. ed. Voss. ad calcem Ignat Lond. 
1680. [p. 60.] 



^ rSrt i^aydpwrtv ^avrhy vlhy Btov 
cTyeu* *l yhp fiii IJKBtv 4v craf>irl, irws fty 
ia^Byiiiw iyOportrot fixiwotnts ain6w; 
Sri rhv fiiWovra fi^ ttvcu ^KioVf fpyoy 
XcipuK ahrov ^dpxopra, fix4iroyr§s oIk 
laX^^^^^ '*' AiCT7yaf eArov Ajto^oX- 
/i^<rai.~Fag. 218, 219. [p. 16.] 
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owTHE speaks thus of our Savioiir^; '^ Herein also you have the 
glory of Jesus^ because by Him and for Him are all things/' 
3. Hermas^ or the author of the book entitled the Shep- 
herd, most expressly delivers the same doctrine concerning 
our Lord. If you enquire about the antiquity of this au- 
thor^ hear the opinion of Grotius™; '^Hermas/' he says^ 
'^ whatever his authority may be, is certainly of the highest 
antiquity, as is evident from Irenseus and Clement, who 
quote his words/' Indeed it is clear that this author was 
contemporary with Clement of Rome'^; for in his second 
Vision^, towards the end, the old woman thus addresses him ; 
''You shall then write two books, and send one to Clement, 
and the other to Grapta ; and Clement will send it to the 
foreign cities, for it is permitted him,^' &c. But as to 
the credit and authority which are- due to this author, 
BloudelP, indeed, as if stung with madness, raves against 
him and his writings in a strange way, calling them '' the 
dreams of an insane prophet,'' and the author himself '' an 
impure dogmatist, the fountain-head of the Novatians and of 
the Pelagians, and the sink of Montanist superstitions." If 
you ask what made him so angry, I imagine that it wiU 
be found that the man was vexed, (though he avow it 
not,) because in more than one place the Shepherd^ has ex- 
pressly acknowledged that the order of bishops is above [that 
of] presbyters, contrary to what Blondel wished. The primi- 
tive Church, however, thought very differently of both, and 
in comparison of her judgment, we justly consider the criti- 
cism of Blondel, notwithstanding his very great learning, as 
of little weight, or rather of none. By Irenseus^ the tract 
called the Shepherd, is quoted as Scripture; ''Well, then/' he 



' Ix*'' ^^ ^^ foin^ rriv 96^cuf rod 
'Ii}0'<fVf Sti ip oJbr^ wA^ra kcDl c2s albr6v, 
—P. 238. [p. 40.1 • 

n An not. ad Marc. ii. 8. 

" Dodwell conceives that Clement 
occupied the see of Rome from the 
vear 64, or 65, to the year 81. The 
bishop of Chester [Pearson] from the 
year 69 to 82. Cave, Hist Lit. in 
Herm. — Bowyeb. 

» Scribes ergo duos libellos ; et mit- 
tes unum Clementi, et unum OrapUe. 
Mittet autem Clemens in exteras civi- 
tates; illi enim permissum est, &c. 
[Lib. i. p. 78.] 



p Apol., pp. 16, 17. 

4 See Hermas, Vis. iii. et Simil. ix. 
[i. e. lib. i. Via. iii. 5. p. 80. et lib. iii 
Sim. ix. 15. p. 119.] 

^ Bene ergo, inquit, pronuntiavit 
Scriptura: Primo omnium crede, quo- 
niam uuus est Deus, qui omnia con- 
stituit et consummavit, et fecit ex eo 
quod non erat; &c. [c. 20. p. 253. 
The Greek is given by Eusebius, v. 8, 
and others : jcoAw; ohv cTrcy ^ 7pa^, 
^ Aryovcra, wpurop rdyrwp irforcvcrov, 
irl €ls iffrlv 6 Bthst i t^ ircbn-a Kriaas 
Kol Karapriaas, ical wot^ia-as ix rov fi^ 
Bmot tls rb €lyai rit irdyra, — B.] 



referred to by Iretueus, Clement. Alex., and Tertullian. 39 

says, "has the Scripture spoken, which says, 'Before all bookl 
things believe that God is one, who created and perfected all §2/8. ' 
things, and made them out of that which did not exist,' " &c. Hkbmas. 
Where by Scripture Eusebius (E. H. v. 8) observes, that 
the treatise called the Shepherd is meant : and the pas- 
sage quoted by Irenseus is found, word for word, in the 
writings of Hermas, which are now extant, (Book ii. Mand. 1 ;) 
and on this Bellarmine appositely remarks, that " Irenseus 
would not have given the title of Scripture simply^ to the > abtolnte. 
book of an author of his own age, who had neither been an 
Apostle, nor a hearer of the Apostles'/' Hermas is also 
quoted frequently by Cle&ent of Alexandria, who also in 
express terms acknowledged "the power, which spoke by 
revelation to Hermas, as speaking divinely." (Strom, i. near 
the end^) Tertullian, whilst yet a Catholic, in the twelfth 
chapter of his treatise On Prayer, [p. 134,] replies to certain 
men who alleged the writings of Hermas in favour of a cus- 
tom of which he himself disapproved, in such a way as by no 
means to reject the authority of the writing', but to endeavour Sgcripturs. 
to evade the force of his words by a suitable explanation of [^] 
them, as is usually done in weighing the sense of other Holy 
Scriptures. Nay more, in his treatise On Chastity, c. 20, 
[p. 572,] after he had fallen into the heresy of Montanus, 
although he is somewhat bitter against the Shepherd, and, 
therefore, with want of modesty enough calls him "an 
apocryphal shepherd of adulterers,'' (because in accordance 
with the whole of Scripture he allowed a second repentance 
to the adulterer and fornicator,) and consequently denies his 
canonical authority, he yet does it in such a way that all per- 
sons of sound judgment must think that he bestows on it no 
despicable character. He says« ; " The Epistle of Barnabas" 
(meaning the Epistle to the Hebrews, which he attributed 
to Barnabas) "is a more received book in the Churches 
than that apocryphal Shepherd of adulterers." Well, indeed, 
will it be for the Shepherd, if the second place after the 

• Bellarm. de Script. Eccles., con- ic.tA. — [P. 426.] 
cerning the author of the book called " [Etutiquereceptiorapud Ecclesiaa 

the Shepherd, [voL vii. p. 25. Op., ed. Epistola Barnabae illo apocrypho Pas- 

1601 — 1617.1 tore moechonim. — TerL de Pudicitia, 

^ $€lws rotvw ^ ^^yofiis ii r^ *Epfi^ c. 10. p. 572.] 
jcar* i,woKd\i'^tp AoA ovo-a • . . ^0*1 



40 Origen, Athanasiu8, Ruffinus and Jerome, on Hermas. 



' instrU' 
mento. 



ram. 



OK THB Epistle to the Hebrews be given it ! When, therefore, Ter- 
™CTo^'tullian (in the tenth chapter of the same book*) calls the writ- 
THB BON, jjjg Qf |.jjg Shepherd " false and spurious*,*' he must certainly 
a u teram. y^^ ^ understood as to be thought only to deny that that 
treatise '^ was worthy to be inserted in the divine Canon*;" as 
indeed he explains himself in so many words in that very 
passage. The Shepherd is also very frequently quoted by 
Origen, who (on Bom. xvi.^) even pronounced it to be not 
* scriptu- only a "very useful writing'," but also "divinely inspired," It 
is also quoted by Eusebius, out of Irenaeus, Eccl. Hist. v. 8' ; 
also by Athanasius', On the Incarnation of the Word, who 
likewise calls it a " most useful' treatise; and this judgment 
of the great doctor will be readily assented to by any one who 
peruses the work attentively and without prejudice. Ruiinus 
(On the Creed, c. 88^) allows to the Shepherd the same place 
in the New Testament which the books of Tobit, Judith, and 
the Maccabees, had in the Old. Lastly, Jerome in his Pro- 
logus Galeatus [to the book of Kings ^] reckons the treatise, 
[46] csdled the Shepherd, among the ecclesiastical books, with the 
book of Judith and Tobit: and in his treatise On the Ecclesias- 
tical Writers*^, he says, " The Shepherd is at this time publicly 
read in some of the churches of Greece ; it is a really profitable 
book ; and many of the ancient writers have employed testi- 
monies out of it." Whoever would know more concerning 
the antiquity and authority of this book, may consult the 
Vindication of the Epistles of St. Ignatius, by the very learned 
J. Pearson, the present most worthy bishop of Chester*. 

4. As however I think it of no small moment, that the 
authority and estimation with which this apostolic writer 
was regarded in the ancient Church should be maintained, 
I have deemed it fit, in {Massing, briefly to weigh the princi- 



s [Sed cederem tibi, si soriptura 
Pastoris, . . . dlvino instrumento me- 
ruisset incidi, si non ab omni concilio 
Ecclesiarum etiam vestrarum inter 
apocrypha et falsa judicaretar, adul- 
tera et ipsa, &c. — c. 10. p. 563.] 

7 [Puto tamen quod Hennas iste sit 
scriptor libelli ilUus qui Pastor appel- 
latur, quas Scriptura valde mihi utilis 
videtur, et ut puto divinitus inspirata. 
—Vol. iv. p. 688.] 

■ [See p. 88. note r.] 



XpiffThv wiirris . . . ^a\ 9ih, Mw(r4o9S . . . 
8i& 9k r^s int^tXifjuardnis filfiKov rov 
woifiiyot' wparor itiffTwaoVi k.t.A. — De 
Incarnatione Verbi, § 3. vol. i. p. 49.] 

* [Opusc, p. 189.] 
« [Vol. ix. p. 464.] 

^ Pastor, inquit, apud quasdam Orae- 
ciffi ecclesias jam publice legitur: re- 
vera utilis liber, multiqu» de eo scrip- 
torum veterum usurpavere testimonia. 
— [c. 10. vol. ii. p. 838.] 

• Pearson, Vindic, part i. [c. 4.] 
p. 39, &c. 



Olgeciions agavMi Hermas; 1. as teaching Purgatory. 41 
pal reasons which have influenced certain modern theolo- booki. 

CHAP Tim 

gians^ especially amongst the reformed^ to cast him out en- _ § 3/4. 
tirely from the catalogue of approved doctors of the Church, Hbrmas. 
and to drive far off from the fold of the Church that very excel- 
lent Shepherd, as if he were a wolf and an enemy to the flock 
of Christ. They allege as objections against him sundry 
doctrines, little befitting one who was a disciple of the Apo- 
stles. What then are these doctrines ? First, says Scultetus, 
who is followed by Bivetus, " Purgatory is brought forward 
by a certain old woman in the third Vision.^' But (let me 
say it, with all deference to men so great) they are very 
much mistaken. Let the words of the passage be produced. 
Hermas is enquiring, whether the grace of repentance and 
a place within the tower can be again accorded to such as in 
the vision had been cast forth out of the tower into the fire ? 
The aged woman replies', " They have [the grace of] repent- 
ance, but they cannot meet in this tower'; but they shall | convenire 
be put into another place, much lower, and this after they "ufp^.^ 
have been tormented, and have fulfilled the days of their 17 
sins. And for this cause shall they be transferred, because [47] 
they have known the Word of righteousness. And then it 
shall befall them to be transferred from their punish- 
ments, if the evil deeds which they have done shall arise 
up in their hearts ; but if they do not arise in their hearts, 
they shall not be saved, by reason of the hardness of their 
heart/^ Precisely akin to this is a passage s at the end of 
the sixth Similitude, [lib. iii.] ; " For the passionate man, 
gratifying his habitual feelings, receives therein his pleasure ; 
the adulterer also, and the drunkard, and the slanderer, aud 
the liar, and the covetous man, and the fraudulent, and 
whosoever commits any thing like unto these, yielding to 
his disease^, derives pleasure from what he does^. All these ' morbo. 
delights and pleasures^ are hurtful to the servants of God:'**,**^ 

* irpfli|ci5, 

' Habent pcenitentiun ; sed in hac cenderint in corda ipsorum, non erunt "^^cedines 

turrc non possunt convenire. Alio au- salvi propter duritiam cordis sui. — [§ 7. *^ ^oi**p- 

tcm loco ponentur multo inferiore, et p. 80.] talcs. 

hoc, cum cruciati fuerint et impleve- t Etenim iracundus satisfaciens mo- 

rint dies peccatorum suorum. Et prop- ribus suis percipit voluptatem suam 

ter hoc transferentur, quoniaro perce- (rpv^) ; et adulter, et ebriosus, et 

perunt Yerbum justum. Et tunc illis detractor, et mendax, et cupidus, et 

continget transferri de poeni8,8i ascen- fraudator, et quicunque iis simile ali- 

derint in corda ipsorum opera, qus quid admittit, morbo suo parens, per- 

operati sunt scelcsta. Quod si non as- cipit ex ea re Yoluptateui {rpv^ai 4v 



42 The words of Hermas alleged as implying Purgatory, 



TEIK80N. 



ON THB on account of them therefore they are tormented and endure 
^c»oF punishments. There are^ moreover, pleasures which bring 
salvation unto men. For many in performing good works 
find pleasure in them, being drawn on by the sweetness 
thereof. Such pleasure, then, as this, is profitable to the ser- 
vants of God, and procures for such persons life ; but those 
hurtful pleasures, which were before mentioned, produce 
torments and punishments. And, whosoever shall continue 
in them, and not repent of what they have done, shall bring 
death upon themselves.'^ I regard it as certain that, in 
these passages, the thing spoken of is not the popish pur- 
gatory, (that is a mere figment of the monks, which none of 
the ancients who flourished in the three first centuries even 
dreamed of ^) but only to those cleansing punishments, or 
afflictions, which God, in His mercy, is wont to send upon 
sinners, for their amendment, in this present life. For so 
the Shepherd most clearly explains himself in the same sixth 
Similitude*, in a passage before that just cited. Hermas there 
relates, that he saw some sheep, which a certain shepherd 
'^ was driving into a place full of precipices, and thorns, and 
briars, so that they could not extricate themselves from the 
briars and thorns^ but they fed there, entangled, as they 
were, in the briars and thorns, and were grievously tortured 
> verberi- with his lashcs^ : for he continued to drive them about, and 
/wra. allowed them neither space nor time to rest." Hermas then 



[48] 



r$ itpd^u alnSiv), Hae omnes dulce- 
dines ac voluptates noxiis sunt servis 
Dei : propter has itaque cniciantur et 
patiuntur poenas. Sunt etiam volup- 
tates, salutem hominibus afferentes. 
Multi enim opera bonitatis facientea 
percipiunt voluptatem, dulcedine sua 
tractL Haec ergo voluptas utilia est 
servis Dei, et vitam parat hujusmodi 
hominibus. Illae vero noxise, que su- 
pra diets sunt, tormenta et pcenas pa- 
riunt. ^uicunque vero permanserint 
in illis, nee admissorum suorum ege- 
rint pcenitentiani, mortem sibi acqui- 
rent. [{ b, p. 1 10. The text of the old 
Latin version is given, being that which 
Bull used. Of some portions only has 
the original -Greek been recovered, and 
that since he wrote : it has been used 
in this translation to determine the 
sense of the Latin, and in one instance 
to correct it. The Tariations do not 
afiect any doctrinal point.] 



^ [Dr. Burton here refers to his note 
on Bp. Bull's first Sermon, (Works, 
vol. i. p. 83,) which is as follows; 
"For the opinion of the ante-Nicene 
fatherson this passage, (I e. 1 Pet iiu 19, 
20,) see Hermas, iii. sim. 9. c. 16; 
Irenseus, iv. 27 ; Clem. Alex. Strom, 
iii. 4. p. 526, vL 6 ; Excerpta. Theod. 
ad fin. Clem. Alex., p. 973; Tertull. 
de Anima, c. 7. 55 ; Origen, c. Cels. ii. 
43; In Exod., § 6; In B«g. Horn. ii. 
▼ol. ii p. 497 ; in Psalm., p. 558 ; Hip- 
pol. de Antichristo, § 26, 45."] 

' Vis« sibi pecora, quae pastor qui- 
dam compellebat in praecipitem locum 
quendam ac spinosum, tribulisque con- 
sertum, usque adeo ut de spinis et tri- 
bulis se non possent explicare ; sed im» 
plicita ibi pascebantur spinis et tribulis, 
et graves cruciatus experiebantur ex 
verbis (s. verberibus) ejus {Z%ft6fi€¥a vv* 
ubrou) : agebat enim ea, et nee consis- 
tendi eis locum ante (s. aut.) tempua 



shewn to rrfer to chastisementB inflicted in this Itfe. 43 



goes on to say; "When, therefore, I saw that they were booki. 



CHAP. IL 



thus lashed, and suffering such misery, I was grieved for §4. 



them, because they were greatly tormented, and no rest was Hebmas. 
given them, and I said to the Shepherd* that was with me, ^ r^iyy^- 
Who, Sir, is this shepherd that is so unmerciful and cruel, ^vp*»ton. 
and is not at all moved by compassion towards these sheep ? 
He answered. This shepherd is indeed the angel of vengeance, 
and he is one of the righteous angels, but is appointed over the 
punishment [of sinners]. To him, accordingly, are handed 
over those who have strayed from God, and served the de- 
sires and pleasures of the present world. For this cause 
doth he punish them, as they have each deserved, with 
varied and cruel punishments. Sir, was my reply, I would 
fain know of what sort are these various punishments f Hear 
then, said he ; these are the various penalties and torments 
which men suffer daily in their lifbtime''. For some suffer 'inTitasua 
losses, others poverty, and others divers sicknesses. Some t^j^^- 
of them suffer from unset tledness', others suffer injuries at '^^ 
the hands of unworthy men, and many other trials and ^Uu^*' 
inconveniences. . . . When, therefore, they, shall have en- 
dured every vexation and discomfort, then they are deli- 
vered over to me for good instruction, and are strength- 
ened in the faith of the Lord, and serve Him the rest 
of the days of their life with a pure mind. And when 
they have begun to repent for their sins, then their deeds 



penxiittebat (jcai 8A»t iardarawruf ahrois 
oitK i9l9ov, 0^8* Xtrrayro.) Cum viderem 
ergo sic ea flagellar], et misirias expe- 
riri, dolebam pro eis, quia valde crucia- 
bantur, nee ulla requies eis dabatur. Di- 
co ad Pastorera ilium, qui erat mecum 
(r^ iyydXtf r^ fier* 4fiovXa\ovyrt). Quia 
est, Domine, hie pabtor tarn implaca- 
bills, et tarn amarus, qui nuUo modo 
miseratione movetur adversus h»c pe- 
cora? Hie, inquit, Pastor pro justis 
quidem nnntius est, (otr6s itrrw 6 &y- 
y^Xos ri\s Tifutplaf in 54 r&y kyyikMV 
ZiKcump 4<rrlt) sed praepositus poenss. 
Haic ergo traduntur qui a Deo aber- 
raverunt, et servierunt desideriis ac 
▼oluptatibus saeculi bujus. Punit ergo 
eos, sicut meruit unusquisque eorum, 
saevis variisque poenia. Veilem, in- 
quam, nosse, Domiue, varias bas poe- 
nas, cujusmodi sunt. Audi, inquit ; va- 
riK poenc atque^tormeuta baec sunt, qun 



homines quotidie IN vita sua pati- 
untur. Alii enim (/3i«mica( tlaip fmaa- 
yo(, iwiufyiipiiwoirTwct roGOcoO, vofiij^or' 
rts 4v hfara^ati tlpcu iral irAo^y) de- 
trimenta patiuntur ; alii inopiam alii di- 
yrenMBdgnmoniM{iur0w€iais). Quidam 
inconstantiam (iuccer€urraiiritus)t alii in- 
jurias ab indignis patientes, multaque 
alia exercitia et incommoda . . . Cum 
igitur perpessi fuerint omnem vexatio- 
nem etomneincommodum, tunc tradun- 
tur mihiad bonam admonitionem, et fir- 
mantur in fide Domini, et per reliquos 
dies vitae serriunt Domino mente pura 
(jcal Kotithy alri&yreu rhy K^ptov jcol oi/K 
iLy4j(oyT€u rks Xotwds ^fi*pds aJtrrmy 4^1- 
arp4}^turrts douKtvtrai r^ 0«9> 4y KoBap^ 
icopSif). Et cum coeperint delictorum 
agere poenitentiam, tunc ascendunt in 
prscordia eorum opera sua, in quibus 
se nequiter exercuerunt (r^c (nvi&atf 
5ri Sid rd $pya ain&y rd w6yiipa oifK 



[49] 



44 Statements opposed to Purgatory. Ob;. 2. taught Free-mil 

OMTHB in which they have wickedly exercised themselves, rise up 
Scbof" ii^ tl^eir hearts ; they then give honour to God, confessing 
TAiKBON. that He is a just judge, and that they have deservedly 
suffered all according to their doings. And for the time to 
come they serve God with a pure mind, and have success in 
all they undertake, obtaining of the Lord whatsoever they 
ask. And then they give thanks to the Lord, that they have 
been handed over unto me ; and do not henceforward suffer 
any thing of cruelty,'' &c. &c. Now what can be clearer 
than this ei^planation ? Nay, you may read statements in 
our Hermas which utterly overthrow the popish purgatory. 
For he writes thus in his third Vision* ; " They, therefore, 
who have yet to repent, if they shall have repented, will be 
strong in the faith ; that is, provided they shall repent now, 
whilst the tower is in building. For if the building shall 
have been finished, from that time no one hath a place left 
wherein he may be put, but he will be a reprobate. That man 
alone will have this, who is already placed on the tower.'' 

Another objection of these same learned persons, that 
free-will is asserted by Hermas, is a frivolous one. For a 
&ee-will, acting with and under divine grace, which alone 
Hermas maintains, is equally^ asserted both by Holy Scrip- 
ture, and by all the Catholic doctors of the first ages. 

There is a graver charge which is made against him both by 
reformed and popish theologians, to the effect that he allows 
but one repentance to such as have lapsed into the more 
heinous sins, after receiving the grace of the Holy Ghost in 
baptism. But let us once more hear the very words of the 
Shepherd ; thus then does he write (in the second book, in 
the fourth Mandate, near the end^;) '^ I tell thee, if any one, 



1 pariter. 



thoZovvTo). £t tunc dant Deo hono- 
rem, dicentes justum Judicem eum 
esse, meritoque se omnia esse perpessos 
secundum facta sua. lu reliquum vero 
serviunt Deo mente pura, et successum 
babent in negotiis suis omnibus, acci- 
pientes a Domino quaecunque poscunt. 
£t tunc gratias agunt Domino, quod 
sint mihi traditi, nee jam quidquam 
crudelitatis patiuntur, &c.^[§ 2. p. 
109. See tbe Greek in ed. Coteler. — 
B.] 

'' Qui ergo pcenitentiam acturi sunt, 
si egerint pcenitentiam, fortes erunt in 



fide, si NUNC pcenitentiam egerint, dum 
aedificatur turris. Nam si consummata 
fuerit8tructura,jam quis non babet lo- 
cum, ubi ponatur, sed erit reprobus. 
Solummodo autem boc babebit, qui 
JAM ad turrim positusest — [§ 5. p. 80.] 
^ Dico tibi, quod post vocationem 
illam magnam et sanctam siquis ten- 
tatus fuerit a Diabolo, et peccaverit, 
unam pcenitentiam babet. Si autem 
subinde peccet, et pcenitentiam agat, 
non proderit homini talia agenti ; dif- 
ficile enim vivit Deo."- — [§ 3. p. 91.] 



04/. 3. allowed but one repentance ; his words explained. 45 

after that great and holy calling, shall have been tempted of book i. 
the devil, and shall have committed siw, he hath one repent- ^§^, "' 
ance. But if from time to time* he sin and repent, it shall HmuiAflw 
not profit the man that doeth so ; for hardly will he live unto ■^**"°**«- 
God/' The Shepherd seems to be speaking of such as, after 
receiving the grace of regeneration, having fallen away, and 
having been restored through repentance, again relapse, sub^ 
inde, that is, often, into the same or similar grievous sins, [50] 
and, as often, repent. That this desultory repentance, so to 
call it, profits a man nothing, he does with good reason aflSrm. 
He does not, however, altogether despair of the salvation of 
such persons, he only declares that "it is difficult" for men 
of such a character, who thus, as it were, sin and repent by is 
turns, " to live unto God ;" and this is most true. So also in 
an earlier part of the same chapter" the Shepherd opposes 
to one repentance the " sinning often." For shewing how a 
husband ought to behave towards a wife, who has been put 
away because of adultery, and who repents of her sin, and 
seeks to be received back again by her husband, he says, '' He 
ought to receive the ofi^ending woman who has repented, but 
not often ; because to the servants of God there is but one re- 
pentance." But if you interpret subinde by deinde, ['* from 
time to time" by "afterwards," see above,] and so understand 
the mind of the Shepherd as if he meant indeed to allow 
repentance to such as had only once lapsed, after they had 
received the grace of the Holy Ghost, but not to those who 
had fallen a second time, (i. e. into the more grievous sins,) 
then the Shepherd must be regarded as speaking of the pen- 
ance to be performed before the Church, and of the absolu- 
tion consequent upon it, which the severer discipline of that 
age in many places used to allow once only to such lapsed 
persons; although, at the same time, it did not entirely 
exclude such as had repeatedly lapsed, from the hope of ob- 
taining remission with God. In this way Acesius in Socrates 
explains the opinion of the Novatians themselves concerning 
such as had once only after baptism fallen into sin which is 
unto death"; " How that it is not fit that they who, after bap- [51] 

■ [§ 1. pp. 88, 89.] Odtrarov KaXowruf al Btiai ypwpai, t^» 

° &s ipa ob xph Tohs fitrk rh fidir- Kotyuyias r&y B%lwv fivan^piuw &|ioS- 

fifffia iifiaprfiK6Tas kfiapriw, ^y irp6s trBaiT &XX* M fitrdyoiay fikr abr obt 



46 Hermas^ testimony to the Pre-existenee of the Son ; 

OS TBI tism, have committed a sin which the Holy Scriptures call ' a 
ENCE OF sin unto death/ should be admitted to the participation of the 
""'^^' divine mysteries ; still they ought to be exhorted to repent- 
ance, and to look for the hope of remission^ not from the 
priests, but from God, who is able and has full power to 
forgive sins/' Indeed, in whatever other way you interpret 
the passage of the Shepherd, this is certain, that the lapsed, 
. of whom he is speaking, are not by him wholly shut out from 
the hope of living with God ; forasmuch as he only says, as 
I have remarked already, that '' it is difficult for them to live 
unto God/' On account of a similar passage, however, it was 
a long time before the Epistle to the Hebrews was received 
into the canon by the Church of Home. See the learned 
annotations of Grotius on the fourth and following verses of 
the sixth chapter of that Epistle. I thought that I ought, 
by the way as it were, once for all, to say thus much in de- 
fence of Hermas, whose authority we shall hereafter use in 
contending against the Arians. 

5. Let us now hear the very remarkable testimony of this 
venerable and apostolic writer respecting the pre-existence 
of the Son. In the ninth Similitude<>, then, he thus speaks 
concerning the Son of God; ''The Son of God indeed is more 
ancient than any creature, so that He was present in counsel 
with His Father, in order to the creation of the world/' 
This passage of Hermas is allowed by the author of the Ireni- 
cum Irenicorum, who agrees with me respecting the antiquity 
and authority of the writer. For the purpose, however, of de- 
fending his own most absurd opinion, (by which he lays down 
that it was Justin who first introduced into the Christian 
Churches, out of the school of Plato, the doctrine of the pre- 
existence of the Son before the formation of the world, and of 
the creation of the world through Him,) he endeavours to elude 
[52] the testimony of Hermas in this manner ; " It is altogether 
uncertain," he says^, *' whether by the Son of God he means 
Christ, when, in the ninth Similitude, he says that the Son of 
God was more ancient than any creature." What f Is it un- 

Tcporpiwuv iKirl^a 8i rrjs i^dtrtws fi^ ^ Filius quidem Dei omni creatura 

wapiL T&y Up4ctif, dAX^ irap^ rod BtoC antiquior est, ita at in consilio Patri 

iMx^a-Oai, rov iwafi4yov jcai i^ovaiay suo adfuerit ad condendam creaturam. 

^XOJ^os avyx»p^'^v iifuiprfifutTa. — So- — [Lib. iii. § 12. 1. Sim. ix. 12. p. 118.] 
crates, £. H. i. 10. p Iren. Irenic, p. 21. 
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certain ? Is it altogether uncertain ? Tben^ say I^ sceptics are book i. 



CHAP. IL 



the wisest of men^ and there is nothijig certain in human § 4, 5 



aflPairs! ''Nay/' says this anonymous author^ ''the Holy Spirit Hbskai. 
is called by Hennas the Son of God^ both in the fifth Simili- 
tudcy and in other places/' Here^ however^ the heretic is 
wholly mistaken^ and but too manifestly displays^ as is his 
wont^ his ignorance of " primitive antiquity^ and of the faith 
of the early Christians/' which^ nevertheless^ he boasts^ of 
" having set before men's eyes, more clearly than it ever was 
before." Hermas nowhere calls the Holy Spirit, the third 
Person of the Godhead, the Son of God. The words of his 
in the fifth Similitude', to which the anonymous author re- 
fers, are as follows ; " The Son of God is the Holy Spirit'." 
Where, it is true, the Son of God is called the Holy Spirit; 
but the Holy Spirit, if you understand the third Person of 
the Godhead, is not called by the title of the Son of God, 
which will be easily seen by one who examines the passage. 
The truth is, the whole discourse of Hermas in that place 
relates to the Son of God, who for our salvation became a 
servant, and assumed a body, in which He* conversed as a ^ qaod. 
servant. You will, however, ask on what principle Christ, 
the Son of God, is by Hermas called the Holy Spirit ? I 
answer, in respect of His divine nature^, or Godhead ; inas- > rris $«(a$ 
much as He, being Himself a most Holy Spirit, hath His ♦^••»- 
being from God the Father, who is a most Holy Spirit. 
In which sense the designation of Holy Spirit may be ap- 
plied to each Person of the most Holy Trinity. The appel- 
lation of Holy Spirit is given, indeed, peculiarly to the [53] 
third Person of the Godhead, not in regard of nature*, ' ♦^••». 
(for in this respect both the Father^ is a Holy Spirit and 
the Son also,) but by reason of that ineffable spiration*, *«P»'*^o- 
whereby He" proceeds from the Father, through the Son. .g 
The ancient ecclesiastical writers, however, did not always so 



9 P. 18. 

• [§ 6. p. 107.] 

• [Hernias* words are, FUius autem 
Spiritua Sanetus est. Senms vero tile 
Filius DeL MThoeyer reads the entire 
similitude, will perceive that "the 
Son" and *' the Servant" are two per- 
sons. Hermas therefore does not say 
that *<the Son of God is the Holy 
Spirit." The reader, however, should 



consult the passage. — B.] 

* T^ irarpl koI r^ vl^ Kork rh Xcov 
11 re rov ry^ifieeros ical ^ rou kytovKKij' 
CIS wapit T^sypa^Tis i<p€^ti6feTau — Gre- 
gor. Nyssen. Orat i. contr. Kunom. p. 
67. ed. Paris. 1615. [Orat ii. vol. iL 
p. 485.1 

« ["Ipsa" scil. tertia Divinitatis 6*^- 
oroffit, the third Person of the Godhead 
just mentioned.] 



48 The Divine Nature of our Lord frequentty called the Spirit. 

ON THE accurately keep' up this distinction between the generation 
jsNCB OF of the Son, and the procession of the Holy Spirit by the 
-THJLsoN^ mode of spiration'; as the great Grotius has most truly re- 
runt marked, in his notes on Mark ii. 8 ; ''The divine nature in 
* spiratio- Christ is called Spirit, not merely on account of its incorpo- 
'Si^T^ reality', in the sense in which that name is suitable to the 
io-fiS/MwoK Father, but also because they used to designate that which, 
for the purpose of distinguishing between the Word and the 
Holy Ghost, is expressed by the word generare, and sometimes 
among the Greek fathers by the word wrravyd^eip also, by 
the more wide expression spirare; meaning by this word 
^enianati- an emanation* of whatever kind, or, as TertuUian designates 
oncm. .^^ TrpofioXif ; for in his treatise against Praxeas he has spoken 
of the Son as 'proceeding,' no less than as 'derived/ '^ Be 
that, however, as it may, it is most certain that the Son of 
•secundaxn God, the second Person of the Godhead*, is in the writings 
hyposta- ^^ ^^^ Fathers* throughout called by the title of " Spirit," 
sin. « Spirit of God,'' and " Holy Spirit." If there be any one so 

much a stranger to the works of the ancients as not to know 
this, he may consult the author I have just quoted, Hugo 
- Grotius, in the passage referred to, where he will find this 
very point demonstrated by many most evident testimonies ; 
and in that numerous collection of quotations our Hermas is 
expressly mentioned as one who had sanctioned this mode of 
expression. To the passages adduced by Grotius, I will my- 
[54] self add two remarkable passages out of the most ancient 
writers of the Church, viz., the author of the Epistle attri- 
buted to Barnabas, and Ignatius. The former in the seventh 
chapter of his Epistle, [p. 21,] thus speaks concerning Christ^; 
^(rittvosrov «' He Himself was about to oflfer up the vessel of the Spirit* 
rvt fivros. ^^ ^ sacrifice for our sins." Where " the vessel of the 
Spirit" is the human nature of Christ, in which His Divi- 
nity, which is called Spirit, was received as in a vessel. For 
the author afterwards expressly expounds this vessel of the 
flesh of Christ. Whence (to remark it in passing) may be 
easily gathered, if it were not otherwise clear, the meaning 
of the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, chap. ix. 14, 

s With which agree the Holy Scrip- pared with 56. 

tures. See Mark ii. 8 ; Rom. i. 3, 4 ; J alnhs Mp r&y ^pLrripvv ofAoprMP 

1 Tim. iii 16; Heb. ix. 14 ; 1 Pet iii. fffifXAc axtvos rov Uwt^fuiros irpoa^i' 

18 — 20. See also John vi. 63, com- pciv Bwicof. 



The passage and context ofHermas examined. 49 

wherein Christ is said to have offered Himself without spot book i. 
to God, "through the eternal Spirit \'' That is to say, the ^^'^^ 
meaning of the words is that the eternal Godhead of Christ, HkkmasT 
or the Divine Person of the Son of God, offered up to God * **^ nv«[^ 
on the altar of the cross, the human nature, which was per- ^iov. 
sonally ' (as they express it) united to Himself. Ignatius again, ' persona- 
in the very inscription of his Epistle to the Smymean8% wishes 1! hypolu- 
to them " fulness of joy through the immaculate Spirit, the ticaiiy." 
Word of God." Where the Word, who is the Son of God, is 
plainly called the "immaculate," or holy, " Spirit*." 

6. But what need is there of many words on a point which 
is clear? If any one is moved by this most perverse difficulty, 
raised by this anonymous writer, so as still tq doubt what Her- 
mas meant, in the passage quoted, by " the Son of God, who 
is more ancient than every creature,^' let him consult the 
passage itself, as it occurs entire in the ninth Similitude, 
[§ 12 ;] and if I am not mistaken he will at once lay aside all 
doubts. Near the beginning of that Similitude, Hermas's shep- 
herd had exhibited to him a very large plain, surrounded by 
twelve mountains ; and in the midst of the plain a huge and 
very ancient rock, higher than those twelve mountains, which 
had a new gate, that seemed to have been lately hewn out, [55] 
and exceeded the sun in brightness. When the shepherd 
had finished the entire similitude, Hermas at last asks for 
the interpretation, and first enquires concerning the rock and 
the gate ; " First of all. Sir," he says, " shew me what this 
rock and gate are?" "This rock and this gate," answered 
the shepherd, "is the Son of God." Hermas proceeds in his 
enquiries, " How is it. Sir, that the rock is old, but the gate 
new ?" To whom the shepherd replies^, " Hear, O simple one ! 
and understand. The Son of God, indeed, is more ancient 
than any creature, inasmuch as He was present in counsel 
with His Father in order to the formation of all created 
things. But the gate is therefore .new, because at the end 

" [p. 83.] intellige. Filius quidem Dei onini crea- 

* [See infra, ii. 10. 2.] tura antiquior est, ita utin consilio Patri 

^ Primum omnium, domine, inqnam, suo adfuerit ad condendam creaturam. 

hoc mihi demonstra ; petra hsc et por- Porta autem propterea nova est, quia 

ta quid sunt? Audi, inquit, pet ra hsc in consummatione in novissimis die- 

et porta Filius Dei est. Quonam pacto, bus apparuit, ut qui assecuturi sunt 

inquam, domine, petra vetus est, porta salutem, per earn intrent in regnum 

autem nova? Audi, inquit, insipiens, et Dei. — [§ 12. p. 118.] 

BULL. « 



50 The Son of God, spoken of by Hermas, is Christ. 

ON TO* [of the world,] in the last days% He hath appeared^ that they 
EMcsoF who shall attain unto salvation, may by it enter into the 
^'^''' kingdom of God/' Then, to illustrate the similitude of the 
gate, he proposes the example of a city surrounded by a wall, 
and having only a single gate ; and adds^ ; " As, therefore, 
one cannot enter into that city but by its gate, so neither can 
one enter into the kingdom of God, otherwise than by the 
name of His Son, who is most dear unto Him '/* and a little 
afterwards ; ''But the gate is the Son of God, who is the only 
way of access unto God ; for no man shall enter in unto God 
otherwise than by His Son/' Immortal God ! is it possible 
that in so clear a light any one can fail to see I Is there any 
one who bears the name of Christian, who knows not who 
is that Son of God, most dear to His Father, who has ap« 
peared in these last days, who is the only gate through 
which there is open to us sinners an access unto God the 
Father, and an entrance into the kingdom of heaven? And 
yet many other expressions follow presently in the same 
[56] similitude, which also most plainly shew who that Son of 
God is, of whom the Shepherd is speaking. For instance, 
20 the Shepherd shews that upon the rock — the Son of God 
— the tower, which is the Church, is built. And having 
spoken concerning the various gifts and graces of the Holy 
Spirit, (which he had in the similitude* shadowed forth under 
the figure of virgins,) he says, " They who have believed in 
God, through His Son, have put on this Spirit -" where also 
he plainly distinguishes the Son from the Spirit of God, 
that is, from the third Person of the Godhead. He then, a 
little aft^r, makes mention of the Apostles and doctors (re- 
presented in the similitude by stones) who preached the 
coming of the Son of God. Lastly, concerning the Gentiles 
converted to the faith of the Son of God, (whom he had in 
the similitude symbolised by mountains,) he speaks in these 
words'; " All the nations, which are under heaven, have heard 

[Cf. Heb. ix. 26 : twaj^ M tri/yrc- carissimuB ; . . . Porta vero Filius Dei 

X^lff r&v tdAvwv semel in consumma- est, qui solus est accessus ad Deum ; 

tione saeculorum. — Vulg. Once in the aliter ergo nemo intrabit ad Deum, nisi 

end of the world hath He appeared, per Filium ejus. — [§ 12. p. 118.] 
&c.] * li, qui crediderunt Deo per Filium 

' Sicut ergo in illam urbem non po- ejus, iuduti sunt Spiritum hunc. — [§ 

test intrari, quam per portam ejus ; ita 13. p. 118.] 

nee in regnum Dei potest aliter intrari, ' UniverssB nationes, quae sub ccelo 

nisi per nomen Filii ejus ; qui est ei sunt, audierunt et crediderunt, et uno 



The testimony of St. Ignatius. 5 1 

and believed . and have been called by the one name of the Son «><>« i 
of God/' Who is there then^ I ask again^ so blind as not to _§Jf 7._ 
see at once that all this is spoken of that Son of God which Hebmas. 
is Christ? Surely there can be no one of any .piety, but 
must from his heart detest the extreme shamelessness of 
the anonymous writer, when he asserts, that ''It is alto« 
gether uncertain whether Hermas, when he says, in the 
ninth Similitude, that the Son of God is more ancient than 
any creature, by the Sou of God means Christ/' Thus much 
of the testimony of Hermas. 

7. After Hermas let Ignatius come, who was appointed Ignatius. 
bishop of Antiochs by the Apostles themselves. That the 
seven Epistles mentioned by Eusebius, — which were first 
published in Latin by the most reverend Abp. Ussher, from 
two MSS. discovered here in England, and afterwards in 
Greek by the very learned Isaac Vossius from the Medi- 
cean MS., (with tfte single exception of the Epistle to the 
Romans,) — are his genuine remains, has been sufSciently 
proved against Blondel by Vossius and Hammond ; and the 
bishop of Chester^, whom I have mentioned above, has so [^7] 
very clearly and fully demonstrated the fact in reply to Daill^, 
that in the view of fair judges the question about the writ- 
ings of Ignatius and the whole controversy is considered to 
be settled. For no lover of truth, who is even moderately 
versed in this sort of learning, will be in the least degree 
induced to doubt respecting those Epistles, by the sophis- 
tical ''Observations'' which an anonymous author^, in the 
year 1674, published at Rouen in reply to Pearson. Alto- 
gether useless is the attempt of this writer to rally and put 
again in array the broken and scattered forces of his friend 
Daill^. Ignatius, then, in his Epistle to the Magnesians, 
having before spoken of Christ, adds as follows^ ; " Who was 
with the Father before all ages, and in the end appeared.^ 



it 



nomine fiUi Dei vocati sunt — [§ 17. 1674." The anonymous author was for 

pp. 120, 121.] a time unknown; Dr. AUix was after- 

r About the year 67. Cave in Ignat. wards suspected, as appears from a copy 

— BoWTEiL in the Bodleian library. Placcius, how- 

^ [Bp. Pearson, in his "Vindiciw ever, (i. p. 149,) has sufficiently proved 

Ignatians."] that the true author was Matthew Lar- 

[The title of the book is, " Obser- poque.— B.] 

vationes in Ignatianas Pearsonii Yin- ^ hs rph dt^ymf irap^ Uarpl Ijy, icol A/ 

dicias, et in Annotattones Beveregii in r^«c i^iidyTj. — p. 33. [( 6. p. 19.] 
Canones S. Apostolorum, Rothomagi, 

e2 
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The testimony of St, Justin Martyr. 



We Bhall^ however^ adduce from Ignatius in a later part of 
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UNCEOF the work more numerous and more marked' testimonies. 
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8. Justin the philosopher lived and wrote ^ and was crowned 
with martyrdom" some years before the close of the gene- 
ration immediately succeeding that of the Apostles'. For the 
generation immediately succeeding that of the Apostles^ as 
the distinguished Hen. Valesius" has justly observed^ extends 
as far as to the times of Marcus Antoninus ; as it was under 
that emperor that Polycarp^ the disciple of John the Apostle, 
(now more than a hundred years old,) obtained the crown of 
martyrdom, that is to say, according to the Roman Martyro- 
logy, on the twenty-sixth of January, A.D. 167. But Justin 
addressed both his Apologies to Antoninus Pius*^, who died 
in the year 161 of the Christian era; and under the same 
emperor shed his blood for the Christian religion, as the 
same YalesiusP maintains. All, however, are agreed that 
that holy man met death for the faith of Christ before the 
year 167. Hence in his Epistle to Diognetus, Justin calls 
^kwwrri' himself "a disciple of the Apostles*." Now this most an- 
^. ' cient father and glorious martyr freely throughout his writ- 
ings professed and strenuously maintained, both against Jews 
and Gentiles, the doctrine of the pre-existenceof the Son 
before the foundation of the world, and of the creation of 
the universe through Him, and that as the common and re- 
ceived view of the Church in his time. It will be enough 
here to adduce two passages ; in the Apology, which in the 
editions of his works is called the first, having spoken of 
God the Father, he goes on to speak thus concerning the 
Son** ; " His Son, who alone is properly called Son, the Word, 
who, before all created things, was both in being with Him, 
and begotten [of Him], — when in the beginning He created 
and set in order all things through Him," &c. In his Dialogue 



^ He presented his first Apology to 
Antoninus Pius about the year 140. 
Care in Just Mart — Bowyer. 

■ About the year 164.— Bowver. 

■ In his notes on Eusebius, p. 34. 
[ii. 23.] 

o [His first Apology was presented 
to Antoninus Pius A.D. 140; his second, 
some years afterwards, to Marcus An- 
toninus. — L AR DN E R . — B.] 



P Notes on Eusebius, pp. %%t ^7* 
[iv. 16.1 

^ 6 1i\ vihi iKtivov, 6 fi6yos \fy6fi€' 
vos Kvplws vths, 6 \6yos Tph r&w iroiiifid- 
rv¥ KoL awity, Ktd y^yv^/ityos, 8rc riiy 
ipx^y 8i' ainov wJiirra licTto'c koI 4x6^ 
trfirio'tf 1C.T.X. — p. 44 [Apol. ii, 6. p. 
92. See the rest of the passage below, 
iiL 2. 1.] 



Testimonies of Tatian and Athenagoras. 53 

with Trypho he thus writes* ; " But this His offspring', that book i. 
was in very deed put forth from the Father, was in being § 7—11. 
with the Father before any created things, and Him the Justin m. 
Father addresses ;" that is, in the words which he had pre- ' 'y''^'*"- 
viously quoted, " Let us make man,'' &c. L -• 

9. TatianS the disciple of Justin, in his Oration against Tatian. 
the Greeks, in setting forth the opinion held in common by 

the Christians of his time, concerning the Son of God, says^; 
"We know that He was the Beginning' of the world." And 'r^i'Apx^''- 
a little afterwards*; " For the heavenly Word, having come 
forth a Spirit from the Father, and a Word from out of the 2I 
Intellectual Power, in imitation' of the Father that begat Sirar4Hr 
Him, made man an image of His immortality." And again, f^f*^"'' 
after a few intervening words ; " The Word, then, before the 
formation of man, becomes the creator of the angels." 

10. Athenagoras the Athenian, almost contemporary with Atrbma- 
Justin^, a very learned philosopher, and a distinguished or- ®®*^"' 
nament of the Christian profession, in his Apology^ for the * Lega- 
Christians, which he addressed to Marcus Aurelius Antoni- ^^^^' 
nus and his colleague in the empire, putting forth the con- 
fession of Christians concerning the most holy Trinity, after 
having spoken of God the Father, subjoins'; ''By whom, 

the universe was made through His Word, and set in order, 
and is now held together." He also, a little after, calls the 
Son "the first offspring* of the Father, as having come forth *y4yrritia. 
[from* Him] to be the idea and energy of all things." [60] 

11. Lastly, Irenaeus* (who in his youth was an attentive* iRBN^ua. 
hearer of Polycarp, and is therefore justly said by Eusebius^ * diligcni. 
to have reached' to the first succession after the Apostles) 'conti- 

gisse, Ka- 

■ iwk rovTo rh r^ 5yri 6,irh rod iifft. ... 4 ftl¥ ody kSyos wpHi r^s r&y 
Tlarpbs npofiXfidly ytyyrifAa irp6 irdyrwv kySp&y Karaaictviis ^yydXwv hifuovftyhs 
r&p TonifAdrofv trw^v r^ Ilarpl, Koi yiyerat. — p. 146. [§ 7. p. 249.] 
ro^^ i HorV Tpo<rofu\€u — p. 285. ' He flourished about the year 177. 
[Ibid., § 62. p. 159.] Cave in. Athen. — Bowyer. 

' Flourished about the year 172. * v^* oZ yryiirrrrai rh xov 9tii rov 

CaTe in Tat — Bowyer. [He wrote ainovk6yov,KalJiiaKtK6trfifrratyKaltrvy' 

about the year 165. — Lardner. — B.] tcparuraL . . . irp&rov y4inr/ifM rov Ua- 

■ rovroy Ur/ity rov Kdo'fiovr^yapxil'^' fp^s, &s [r&y vKitcwy] avfixdirrwy. . . . 
p. 145. ad calcem Just. Martyr. Par. itta iced Mprf^ia tlvtu irpoM\9Ay. — Ad 
1615. r§ 5. p. 247.] calcem Just. Mart. Par. 1615. p. 10. 

* ki-^os yhip 6 iitovpdyioSf TlytvfM [§ 10. p. 286.] 

yryoyits iiwh rov Uvrpiis, Kal \iyos 4k * Born A.D. 97, wrote his treatise 

r%s Ao7iic^$ HuydfitwSt Karit r^y rov adv. Hsreses A.D. 175. Cave. — Bow- 

ytyy^ayros ainhy Uarphs fxifAfiffUf ci* YER. 

Ki6ya rris iBoMturlas r^ iySpttwoy ivoi- ^ Hist. Eccles. t. 20. 
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Testimony of St. IretuBus. 



CHTHB has these words concerning the Word, or the Son of God*; 
KNCE OF " Nor yet can any one of those things^ which were consti- 

■ ^"' ^^' tuted, and are [now] in subjection^ be compared to the Word 
of God^ through whom all things were made^ who is our Lord 
Jesus Christ. For that^ whether they be angels or arch- 
angels^ or thrones or dominions^ they were both constituted 
and created by Him, who is Grod over aU, through His Word; 
John has thus declared. For after he had said, concerning 
the Word of God, that * He was in the Father,' he added, 
'all things were made by Him, and without Him was not 
any thing made.'" Again^; "For these things did the Son, 

'pnestrue- who is the Word of God, prepare beforehand* from the be- 
ginning ; the Father standing in no need of angels in order 
to effect the creation, and to form man, for whom also the 
creation was made." 

'tradidlBse. That the Other fathers of the first three centuries taught' 
the self-same doctrine concerning our Saviour, all are well 
aware who are acquainted with their writings; let those 
who are not versed in them rely on my assurance, until 
with their own eyes they shall have seen the testimonies 
of those writers themselves, which declare far greater things 
than these respecting the Son of God, which I have to quote 
in the following books. Thus far, then, respecting the pre- 
existence of the Son. 



c Sed nee quidquam ex his, qnas 
constitnta sunt, et in subjectione sunt, 
comparabitur Verbo Dei, per quern 
facta sunt omnia, qui est Dominus nos- 
ier Jesus ChristUB. Quoniam enim 
sive angeli, sive archangeli,sive throni, 
sive doininationes, ab eo, qui super om- 
nes est Deus, et constituta sunt et facta 



per Verbum ejus, Joannes quidem sic 
significavit. Cum enim dixisset de 
Verbo Dei, quoniam erat in Patre, ad- 
jecit, Omnia per eum facta sunt, et sine 
eo factum est nihil, — Lib. iiL cap. 8. 
[p. 183.] 
^ Idem iv. 17. [cap. 7. p. 236.] 
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CHAPTER I. 

THE STTBJECT PROPOSED. THE WOKD ifioo^ffios, '*0P OlIB SUBSTANCE*," EX- 
FLAIKED AT LENGTH. THE NICENE FATHEBS CLEARED FROM THE SUS- 
PICION OF EMPLOYING NEW AND STRANGE LANGUAGE* IN USING THIS WORD ' icai¥0^' 

TO EXPRESS THE TRUE GODHEAD OF THE SON. THE OPPOSITION* BETWEEN i' "* , 

'oyTihoyiu, 
THE COUNCIL OF ANTIOCH AGAINST PAUL OF SAMOSATA, AND THE COUN- 
CIL or NICE AGAINST ARIUS, RECONCILED. PROOF THAT THE TERM 
S/jLOodrios WAS NOT DERIYED FROM HERETICS. A BRIEF REVIEW OF THE 
HEADS OF THE ARGUMENTS BY WHICH THE ANTE-NICENE DOCTORS CON- 
FIRMED "the CONSUBSTANTIALITY.*' 

1. On the question of the CoDsubBtantialitj of the Son 
of God we shall dwell longer, since it is the hinge on which 
the whole controversy between the Catholics and the Arians 
turns. On this subject, then, we propose, for very copious 
illustration and confirmation, the following Proposition. 

PROPOSITION. 

It was the settled and unanimous opinion' of the Catholic ' constans 
Doctors, who flourished in the first three centuries, that the senten^^ 
Son of God was of one substance ^ or consubstantial mih * S/ioo^ios 
God the Father ; that is, that He was not of any created "Ji^g^Jn. 
or mutable essence, but of altogether the same divine and l»* 
unchangeable nature with His Father ; and, therefore, very 
God of very God. 

Before, however, we proceed to the proof of the proposi- [70] 
tion, it will be necessary to premise some observations on 
the true meaning and ancient use of the word ofioova-Los, 
" of one substance,*' which was placed by the Nicene fathers 

*■ [The Greek word 6fioo^atos has used ejusdem substantia, or estentia,)and. 

been translated by the English words " of one substance." The last has been 

'* consubstantial/* " of the same sub- preferred, as being that to which we are 

itance, or e»sence/' (when Bp. Bull had accustomed in the Nicene Crised.] 



56 The meaning of the word ofj^ova-io?, 

ON THB in their Creed. The followers of Anus in old time spoke in 
ctantia'- a way so strangely tragical about that term, that at length 
UTY OF jjq|. ^ fg^^ gygj^ amongst the Catholics, wearied out by 

their importunate clamours, in their love of peace began 

to disapprove of the word, as we learn from Hilary, in his 
book On the Synods, and from other writers. That im- 
pious and restless faction pretended, at one time, that 
the phrase 6fioov<no9 favoured Sabellianism ; at another, 
by reasoning altogether opposite, that it set up a divi- 
sion of the divine essence; and, lastly, what was mere 
trifling, that it introduced a substance prior both to the 
Father and the Son, of which afterwards the Father and 
the Son were equally partakers. I shall clearly shew, how- 

^xoyo/M' ever, that this contest about words ^ was raised by them 

^ "* without any just grounds. 

26 2. By approved Greek writers, that is styled ofioova-iov, 

" consubstantial,'' which is of the same substance, essence, or 
nature with some other**; a sense which the very etymology 
of the word carries on the face of it : Porphyry, On Abstinence 
from Animal Food, book i. n. 19, says; ''Since the souls 

* ejusdem of animals are ofioovaioi, of the same essence* with ours.'' 
sseu i». rpj^^ anonymous author of the celebrated Opinions respecting 

the Soul, published with the Philocalia of Origen, quotes a 
passage of Aristotle, wherein he says; ''All the stars are 
■ejusdem 6fioov(rta, of the same essence or nature'.'' In the same 
sive"naTu- scnsc Irenaeus frequently uses this word in explaining the 
'»• doctrines of the Valentinians ; for instance, (in book i. chap. 

1*^,) he says that those heretics taught that, "whatsoever is 
*infonnari. spiritual could not by any means have been formed* by Acha- 

• ejusdem moth, sincc it was ofioovavop, of the same essence* with her." 
essen i». ^^^ presently afterwards he says; "In the first place [they 

[71] ghj that] she (Achamoth) out of living substance formed the 
parent and king of all things, both of those things which are 
of the same essence with him, {r&v re ofioovaUov airr^y) and 
of those which were engendered of passion and matter." Again 
in the same chapter after some interval ; that ^ " Hylicus was 
in image very like unto God, but not of the same essence with 

i> [But see the concluding words of air^v) fioptp&ffat, itrtt^^ 6fu>o6<rioy j|i» 

the extract from St. Basil, p. 62.] o^rp.]— P 22. [c. 5. p. 23.] 

« [Tlie words of Trensus are, i\Ai ^ p. 24. [§ 5. p. 27.] 
rb nt^vfugriKhy /a^ 8ff9i/y^0Bu ubrf (a 



'* of one substance ;'' as used by Greek writers. 57 

Hinij [TrapairKriaiov fiev, aXX' ov^ ofioovaov r^ Oe^.)" And book n. 
after a few intervening words ; " Not even the Demiurge § i, 2. 
knew of the offi^pring' of the mother Achamoth^ which she Homoou- 
brought forth through the contemplation of those angels by 1 pactum, 
whom the Saviour is surrounded^ in that it was a spiritual oflF- ^^^t^ 
spring of the same essence with its mother^ {ofioova-iov virdpypv 
T^ firjrpl irvevfioTtKov.y The same word, used in the same sense 
by the Gnostics, is also found in the extracts from Theodotus, 
at the end of the works of Clement of Alexandria". And here, 
(to mention it by the way,) I am quite of opinion that these 
heretics accommodated this word, which was at that time in 
use among the Catholics in speaking of the most Holy 
Trinity, to their .^ons, as they did many others. And this 
yiew receives no slight confirmation from the circumstance, 
that the author of a book entitled Iloifiavhp'qs, a very early 
Christian writer', and (whatever else his madness may have 
been) far enough removed from the mad dreams of the Gnos- 
tics, expressly called the Word, or Son of God, o^oovtri^os, "of 
one substance'^ with the Father, as we shall afterwards shew. 
But to return from our digression. The author of the trea- 
tise which bears the title of Questions of the Greeks to the 
Christians, published amongst the works of Justin, thus writes 
concerning the soul'; *' We say that the reasonable soul is 
a spirit endued with thinking powers, vital and possessing 
the power of self-motion ; with which, we say, that both the 
angels and the demons are consubstantial^.^' Where the [72] 
word ofjLOovaiovs is joined with a genitive case, as in the ex- * |i» ^moov- 
tracts from Theodotus ; though it more frequently governs ^aiilw robs 
the dative case. Agapius in Photius {Bibliothec. Cod, clxxix.) *Y*^^*" 
is said to have taught amongst other impious doctrines, '' that laitMvas, 
the soul is consubstantial with God*.'^ Afterwards in the''^»','^xV 
same place Photius says concerning this same Agapius^; "With ,iy« ry " 
shameless irreverence he descants of the sun and the moon ®*^' 
as of divine things, and proclaims them to be consubstantial 
with God." Lastly, Theodoret, in his dialogue " aairfxyToSy^ 

* p. 796| 797. [c. 42. p. 979. and c. not a Christian, but flouriisbed in the 

60. p. 981.] reign of Ptolemy Philadelphus.— -B.] 

' [ Who seems to have flourished t p. 203. [p. 638.] 

about the year 120. Cave in Herm. — ^ ffAtov 8i Koi acA^a^y iufcuaxvmtas 

BuwYER. — [The editor of the works of 9co\o7C(, ko) dfxoo^ia mip^rru 6<^. 

Dionysius of Alexandria, preface, p. — [Phot BibL c 179.] 
zzxril, contends that this writer was 



5 S The sense in which the term was used by 

OHTHB adduces a passage from ApoUiQaris, where he says^; '^ Men 
CTAHTiA- are of the same substance {6fioov<noi) with brutes, as touch- 
THrsoK. i'^g their irrational body ; but of another substance [krepov' 
(Tiot) so far as they are rational." 

3. That this was the very sense in which the bishops at Nice 
^ttMolffftos, called the Son "of one substance'" with the Father, will be 
manifest to all men who are fair minded and not of a temper 
thoroughly contentious, from the very terms of the Nicene 
Creed^. For after saying that the Son of God is "begotten of the 
Father, only-begotten," the fathers immediately add the words, 
» iK T^i oft- " that is, of the substance* of the Father;" and then they shew 
the meaning of that expression in the words which follow ; 

• e#bjf u " God of God ', Light of Light, very God of very God, begotten, 

"' '^' ' not made." Lastly, they subjoin ofioouatov t& irarpl, "of one 
[73] substance with the Father," as if it comprised all that had 
been before said of the Son. Again, at the end of the Creed 
they shew plainly enough what they meant to be understood 
by the word ofioovaios, when they anathematize the Arians, 
" who assert that the Son of God is of another substance or 

• i^Mpas essence ^ or that He was created, or is capable of change or 
ews\ob- alteration*." It is evident, then, that the Nicene bishops 
<r(as. «.T.A. called the Son of God "of one substance" with the Father, 
iJsSioZrSy. ^^ ^ scuse opposcd to the blasphemies of the Arians ; that 

is to say, that He is not of any essence that is created, or 

• alienae. other than that" of the Father, or changeable ; but altogether 

of the same divine and immutable nature as His Father. In 
this way entirely the word ofioovaios was interpreted by 
those Catholic doctors, who (it is reasonable to suppose) best 
understood the mind and view of the Nicene fathers. For 
thus speaks the great Athanasius, when disputing against 
those Arians, who falsely pretended that they embraced the 
Nicene Creed in all other respects^ and only shrunk with 
dread from the term 6fioovaio9, as new and dangerous^: 
"Now if even after, all this — even after both the testi- 
mony of the bishops of former times, and the subscrip- 
tion of their own fathers, they pretend (as if in ignorance) 

^ ol AyBpwTFOt rdis iL\6yots'^<&ois Sfio- ^ tl 8c irol fitrk Too'avra, fitrit ksA 

oiffiot Kotrd rh aeifia rh li^oyov' irtpo^- r^v fiaprupiav rS»v hpxoiotv itritrKSTuv, 

<rtoi 8e, Ka0h KoyucoL Kcd fitrit t^v {ncoypoup^v rtav iZltav Tar4' 

i [See the Greek of the Creed above, pcoy, wpoa-irotovirreu, ^s iiypoowTtSt rV 

p. 13.] \4^iy (pofitiaOcu rov dfioovaiov, ciirc(r«« 



the Fathers of Nice; Bheumfrom St. Athanasius. 59 



to dread the word ofioovaiosy let them in simplicity and bookh. 
truth confess and believe that the Son is Son by nature; §2—^. 



and let them also anathematize (as the council enjoined) Homoou- 
such as say that the Son of God was made or created^; or 



810M. 
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KriaiAa ^ 



that He was made out of what existed not ; or that there 1 
was a time when He was not; and that He is liable tOTo^ii/io. 
change and alteration^ and is of another substance'; ands^^^r^pos 
thus let them flee from the Arian heresy ; and we have full ^**^^- 
confidence that in sincerely anathematizing these things 
they do therein* confess that the Son is 'of the substance 'c&e^s.q.d. 
of the Father/ and 'of one substance' with Him*. For onlP/^^!^^; 
this account it was that the fathers^ after having asserted aia^ kol 
that the Son is ' of one substance/ immediately added^ th^hV 
'Those who say that the Son is made or created, or that wi^^T^nci- 
He was made out of what existed not, or that there was a ^^ r^^n 
time when He was not, the Catholic Church anathematizes f 
in order that they may make it known hereby, that this is 
what the expression 6fioov(no9, ' of one substance,' signifies ; 
and the force of the word ofioovtrio^ is ascertained from [the 
assertion that] the Son is 'neither created nor made;' and 
that whosoever says that He is ' of one substance,' does not 
believe the Word to be a creature ; and whosoever anathema- 
tizes the before-mentioned propositions, does at the same time* ' ^Efto. 
believe the Son to be 'of one substance' with the Father; 
and whosoever says that He is ' of one substance,' acknow- 
ledges the Son of God to be the real and true [Son,] and 
whosoever calls Him the real [Son,] understands that saying, 
' I and the Father are one.' " 

5. In the same manner Hilary also, in his treatise On [75] 
Synods against the Arians*, says; "Is any one displeased 



KcX iiKrfi&s rhv vlhr, ^^ctt vUiy, iafoBf 
fiarurdrtKrcw 8i, &i «'op477ciAfi' ri trit' 
yoSof, Toirs Xiyomas Krlfffia ^ Toiripuiy ^ 
4^ oifK tvrtcv^ ^ ^¥ irort 5r€ obx ^y 6 vlhs 
rov Stov' iccti Urt rptirrhs Koi &AAo<c0r<{f 
iirrif Koi 4^ kripas bitoffrJurtus' koX oS- 
rw ^tvyirwvaM uitrh rqf *Apctai^f tdp4' 
<rc«9« KoX dappovfieVt Sri yirffffivt ravra 
kyoBt/iarifovrfs dfioKoyovaiv tbBvs, 4k 
rris ohffias ko) dfwoio'tov tlyeu rhv vlhv 
T^ TlarpL 8i^ rovro yhp Koi oi tra,r4p*s 
tlpTIK&rts Sfioovaioy ttyai rhv vthv 4wii' 
yaryop MhSf Tobs 9h K4yoirras Krltrfia, 
1l WfAjifiOf ^ 4^ ovK ivrmv, % ^v trort ore 



oOk ^v, 4iva0€/Aarll^ti ri KoBoKiitii ^xicAi;- 
da' Iva 8i^ ro^wv yimplamaiVi tri rati' 
ra <nifialyti rh bpiooiiciov' kcUL ^ rov 
dfAoowriov t^vofjiis ytvAaKtrcu 4k rov fi^ 
tJyou Krlff/Jta 9l ToififAa rhv vl6v' kcSl Zri 
6 \4ywv 6fioovcio¥ ob tppo¥€i Krlafia c7- 
pat rhv \6rfOV Kol 6 ivaOtfMrlfMV t& 
irpotiprifitva SfiooOertov H^a <f>povu eJveu 
rhv vthv r^ Tlarpi' Koi 6 dfxooitrtov A^- 
y»Vt yrfi<rtov Kcti it\yiBivhv Acyci rhv vihv 
rov OcoO* irod 6 yv4\9iov \4ytcv vofi rh, 
•E7A Ko) 6 Uar^p ^v 4afifv, — In Epist 
ad African. Episcop., vol. i. p. 940. 
edit Paris. 1627. [§ 9. toI. i. p. 898.] 
* Divplicet, inquit, cuiquam in sy- 



60 From St, Hilary, His statement as to what is implied 
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that the term homoousion ['of one substance'] was adopted 
in the Nicene council ? If so^ he must necessarily be pleased 
that the Arians refused to admit it. For they refused to 
admit the homoousion^ that it might be said of God the 
Son^ not that He is begotten of the substance of God the 
Father, but that He was formed out of nothing, after the 
manner of created beings. It is nothing new that I am 
saying ; the faithlessness of the Arians is published in many 
works, and witnesses against itself. If on account of the 
irreligion of those who denied [the homoousion], the mean- 
ing put on it by those who confessed it at that time was re- 
ligious, I ask why at this day it is sought to do away with 
that which at that time it was religious to adopt, because it 
was irreligious to refuse to admit it. If it was religious to 
adopt it, why has an appointment of religion come to be 
matter of accusation, which religiously extinguished irreligion 
by the very means by which irreligion was caused ? Let us 
> "had in SCO then what the Nicene council laid down* in confessing the 
homoousion, that is the [article] 'of one substance:' not 
surely to bring to the birth that heresy which is conceived of 
an erroneous notion of the homoousion. They will not, I 
imagine, say this, that the Father and the Son divided by 
partition one anterior substance so as to form their own sub- 
stance.'' Then after reciting the Nicene Creed, he thus pro- 
ceeds ; " Surely in these words the most holy council of re- 
ligious men is not introducing a prior substance, one knows 
not what, such as to have been divided into two; but the 
Son begotten of the substance of the Father. And do we 
at all deny it ? or [if we do] what else do we confess ? 



view. 
Ben. 



ed 



nodo Nicsena homoousion esse suscep* 
turn ? hoc si cui dispUcet, necesse est 
placeat, quod ab Arianis est negatum. 
Negatum enim idcirco est hoiiioou8ion» 
ne ex substantia Dei Patris Deus Fi- 
lius natus, sed secundum creaturas ex 
nihilo conditus prsedicaretur. Nihil no- 
vum loquimur: pluribus edita Uteris 
ipsa Arianorum perfidia sibi testis est. 
Si propter negantium impietatem pia 
turn fuit intelligentia confiteiitium, 
quaero cur hodie convfcllatur, quod 
turn pie susceptum est, quia inipie 
negabatur ? Si pie susceptum est, cur 
yenit constitutio pietatis in crimen, 
qus impietatem pie per ea ipsa, qui- 



bus impiabatur, extinxit? Yideamus 
igitur, quid Nicsna synodus statuerit, 
[ed. Benedict. 1. studuerit,] homoou- 
sion, id est, unius substantise, confi- 
tendo : non utique hsresim parturire, 
quse de homoousii vitiosa opinione con- 
cipitur. Non, opinor, illud loquentur, 
qujd unam anteriorem substantiam 
Pater et Filius in substantiam suam 
pa:tiendo divi«(erint . . . Non hie sanc- 
tissiina religiosorum virorum synodus, 
nescio quatn priorera, qus in duos di- 
visa sit, substantiam introducit; sed 
Filium natum de substantia Patris. 
Numqnid et nos negamus? aut quid 
aliud confitemur? £t post cseterai 



in the expression " of one substance.^' 
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Further, after setting forth those other statements of our bookii. 

CHAP I 

common faith, it says, 'begotten, not made; of one sub- §5/6. 



[76] 



stance with the Father,' which they express in Greek by the Homooo- 
word ofioova-Los. What opening is there here for an errone- '*°'^' 
ous meaning? The Son is declared to be begotten of the 
substance of the Father, not made, lest the begetting of 
the Godhead be accounted a handy-work of creation. And 
therefore it is, 'of one substance,' not as though He sub- 
sist singly and alone, but to express that [the Son], being 
begotten of the substance of God, hath not His subsist- 
ence from any other; nor yet that He subsists in any differ- 
ence of [a] diverse substance. Or will it be said that our 
faith is not this, that His subsistence is not from any other 
[than the Father,] and that it is not a dissimilar subsist- 
ence? Or does the homoousion here witness to any thing 
other than that there is one essence of the two, and that 
no way dissimilar, according to natural propagation, because 
the essence of the Son is not from any other [than the 
Father] : and inasmuch as it is not from any other, it will 
be correct to believe that both are of one essence ; because 
the Son hath the substance which was begotten from no other 
original than from the nature of the Father.'' 

6. The great Basil, in his three hundredth Epistle"*, arguing 
against such as embraced the Nicene Creed in all other par- 
ticulars save that they were unwilling to admit the expression 
*' of one substance '," after other things, which will be brought > ^^o^ios. 
forward hereafter in a more suitable place, thus writes"; ''And 
forasmuch as there were still at that time some who affirmed 
that the Son was brought into being out of what existed not. 



communis fidei expositiones ait, Natum, 
Mm factum, unius substantia cum Patre, 
quod Grsce dicunt dfuto^fftov. Quae 
hie vitioBae intelligentiiB occasio est? 
natus esse de substantia Patris Filius^ 
uon factuS) pnedicatur; ne nativitas 
divinitatis factura sit creationis. Id- 
circo autem unius substantiae ; non ut 
unus subsistaty aut solus, sed ut ex 
substantia Dei natus non aliunde silb- 
sistat; neque ut in aliqua dissidentis 
substantiae diversitate subsistat. Aut 
numquid non haec fides nostra e»t, 
ut non aliunde subsistat, neque quod 
indissimilis subsistat? Aut aliud hie 



testatur homoousion, quam ut una 
atque indissimilis duum sit secun- 
dum naturae propaginem [ed. Bene- 
dict 1. progeniem] essentia, quia 
essentia Filii non sit aliunde; quae 
quia aliunde non est, unius recte esse 
ambo credentur essentiae; quia sub- 
Btantiaro nativitatis Filius non habeat 
nisi de patemae auctoritate naturae ? — 
pp. 241, 242. ed. Basil. 1570. [§ 83. 
p. 1197.] 

» [Ep. lii. 2.] I 

^ Ktd #rci8^ i^ oifK ivrwv tiV rh thai 
waprixBeu rhy vihy Iri r6r€ ^aay ol kd- 
yomts, Ua «ral ra&rriy im-dfAWO'i riiy 
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Prom St. Ba:il; the Senuariant at Antioch. 



28 
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ov TUB to cut off this impiety aho [the fathers of Nicsea] used in ad- 
stantia' dition the words ' of one substance ;' for the union of the 
JfT^^^ Son with the Father is without time or interval*. The pre- 

THS soil* ^ 

iTTTTT" ceding words, indeed, sufficiently prove that this was their 
Tof,"unm- meaning; for after they had said Might of light/ and that 
terrupte ^|^^ g^^ ^^ g begotten of the substance of the Father, not 

made,' they introduced after this the words ^ of one sub* 
stance/ shewing, as by an example, that whatever defini- 
tion of light one would give in the case of the Father, the 
same will apply also in the case of the Son ; inasknuch as 
true light compared with true light (as respects the mere 
notion of light) will allow of no difference. Since, therefore, 
the Father is light, without original, and the Son is light, 
begotten ; and both of them are severally light, [the fathers] 
justly used the term ' of one substance,' in order to set forth 
the equal dignity of their nature : for not those things which 
'K8cx^ are near akin^ to one another, are said to be 'of one sub- 
stance,' as some have conceived ; but when both the cause, 
and that which has its being from the cause, are of the 
same nature, they are [in that case] said to be of one sub« 
stance." 

7. Moreover, that this is the true meaning of the expression 
''of one substance/' the semi-Arians themselves at length ad- 
mitted, in the council of Antioch, [held] under the emperor 
Jovian ; instructed, it would seem, by Meletius, who presided 
in that council ; for that he was a true Catholic is abundantly 
certain from Basil's statement in his fifty-second, fifty-third, 
and following Epistles", and in his three hundred and twenty- 
fifth <^ to Epiphanius. For they in their synodical letter to the 
excellent emperor have these statements respecting the Nicene 
council *ij "Whereas also that which seems to some to be a 
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iur4fi€uiy, rh tiioolnriov irptxr^ipiiKturiv. 
i,XI»ovos yhp KoX iJiidararos ^ rov vlov 
wphs rhy Uar4pa vvyd^tia. 9riKo7 9h K9l 
T^ itooKa^vra pi^jiarci, ra6ni¥ tJyai 
rS»¥ ayifwy r^ Bidyoteuf. cfrorrcf yitp 
^s 4k ^wrhs, K€d iK r^s ovfflas rov 
Uarphs rhr vlhf ytywtniaBait oifx^ 8^ 
tr^TonjaBaty hHfyayw roirois rh o/Jtooi- 
aioV WitpaZtiKvvyrtSf Srt Bmrtp iy rts 
&To8^ tpcrrhf Kiyov iirX Uarphs, otros 
apiiiau Koi M viov. ^% yhp iL\7i$tvhy, 
Tphs ip&s iiXfiBtyhyf Kar* aMiy rov ^vrhs 
rV tyyouuf, ov^ffilcw ^9t xapaWayfiy, 



iirtl oZv 4ffriy iyaoxoy ^s d Tlariip, yty- 
yrirhy 8i ^&s 6 vlos, ^&s 8^ xal ^s iicci- 
rtoos, 6fioo6eiov tJiraytiKalwSt tya rh r^s 
^vac»f 6ii6rifioy vaparriicma'uf. ov ykp 
rk &8f A(^ kkkiiKois dftao^ia \4y€rai, 
Sircp riy^s dirciA^a<r(y' itW* 9ray koI rh 
atrioy, iced rh 4k rov tdriov r^v fhrap^iy 
txoy, ri}f ailnris Oirdpxp pifftws, 6fJioo6» 
via K4ytrau — vol. iii. p. 292. edit. 
Paris. 1638. [vol. iii. p. 145.] 

• [Ep. Ixix., XXV.] 

P [Ep. cclviiu] 

H 6w6r9 ica2 rh hoKow 4v abrji rt^l 



The ejspression not new ; testimony of Euselma. 6^ 

[new and] strange term in it^ we mean that ''of one sub- bookil 
stance/' hath received a safe interpretation among the fathers, § %Ilil 



intimating that the Son was begotten of the substance of the Homoou- ' 
Father, and that in substance He is like unto the Father : ^^^^' 
and the term substance is not taken [by the fathers of the 
council] as if there were any idea of passion* with respect to > xiBovs 
that ineffable generation, or according to a certain Greek '^*''*^*' 
use of the word ; but for the purpose of overthrowing the 
impious doctrine, which was presumptuously ventured on by 
Arius, of the Son being out of what existed not/' I ap- 
prehend that by this time all sufficiently understand what is 
the legitimate sense of the expression ''of one substance,'' 
as it stands in the Nicene Creed. 

8. But further, that this word was not first invented by 
the Nicene fathers, nor yet uded by them in a new sense in 
the question about the Godhead of the Son (as many have 
thought), but that it had been passed on from the genera- 
tions which preceded to those which followed, is expressly tes- 
tified by Eusebius in his Epistle to his own diocese of Caesarea. 
His words are as follows'; "We were aware that some learned 
and distinguished bishops and writers [even] among the an- 
cients made use of the term, 'Of one substance,' in treating, 
of the Godhead of the Father and the Son." There is [79] 
no doubt that Eusebius had access to many monuments of 
primitive antiquity, which are not now extant any where, 
but have long ago perished, from which he could have 
most fully established this assertion of his ; for even we 
(notwithstanding the great and deplorable wreck of ancient 
writers) are not without testimonies such as may sufficiently 
prove it. Tertullian, at the beginning of his treatise against 
Praxeas*, expressly says that the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Ghost are "of one substance ;" and affirms' that this is 'uniussub- 
moreover contained " in the rule of faith" and " the mystery ■**°^*- 



>? 



I^Mj^^Jrtfft&y rb rov Sfioovertou ipofihy, ro\firi0tvros 'Apt(^, — Apud Soerat. 

tu^^i^ois'TfT^jcriH* Topii roil irarpdtntf H. £. iii. 25 ; et Sozom. H. £. vi. 4. 
fyftrfutias, (Hifiatyo^aris 8ri 4k r^s od- ^ [^vd lea)] rHv iraKat&p rufiu Koyi- 

aias rov Jlarpbs 6 vths iytmH^^ iral ovs teal iiri^Kunts iirunt6vovs koI avy- 

5ti Hfiotos Kor* oMcuf r^ Uterpi' o6t€ ypcup4as tly^ttfiw, M riis rod UarfAs 

Bh &s wdOovs Tivhs trtpl riiv Aporfroy y4v' /col uiov OtoKoyias r^ rov Sftoowriov cvy^ 

rtlffiy iinyoovfi4youy oCrt Kara riva XP^' XP^^^^^^^^ 6y6fiari, — Apud Soerat. 

ciyiXXfiPutiiyKafifidyerai [ro7s warpJuri'j H. E. i. 8. [p. 25.] 
rh iyofJM riis oiaias' tis kyarpoiriiv 8« * [See below, ch. tiL § 6, where the 

rov i^ obK 6vr»y irtpX rov vlov kvtfiAs wordi of Tertullian are quoted.] 
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of the dispensation V' which was observed and kept by the 
Catholics. But what^ I pray you^ does the Latin expression 
unius substantue denote, but the same as the Greek ofioovaioif 
nor have I any doubt that Tertuliian^ as he almost every 
where studiously imitates the Greek ecclesiastical writers 
(as learned men are well aware S) so here also translated the 
word ofioov<Tto9 — which he had found used with respect to 
the most holy Trinity, in writers of that class, of earlier date 
than himself — by the words of his mother tongue^ tinius 
substantuB. Rufinus (On the Adulteration of the Works of 
Origen) testifies that this word was often met with in the 
writings of Origen ; when' he says^, " Is it possible that he 
could have forgotten himself in the same portion' of the same 
book, sometimes (as we have said) in the very next chapter ? 
For example ; after he has declared the Father and the Son 
to be of one substance, (which in Greek is expressed by 
ofLoovtrtos^ could he possibly, in the very next chapters, 
pronounce Him to be of another substance and created, 
whom he had just before asserted to be begotten^ of the 
very nature of God the Father?'' Pamphilus adduces an in- 
stance [of his use of it] in his Apology^, where he sets before 
us the following words of Origen, out of his Commentary on 
the Epistle to the Hebrews ; ''These illustrations most plainly 
*commn- shcw, that the Son hath a communion' of substance with 
nionem. ^j^^ Father. For an effluence' seems to be consubstantial 
{pfioovtrios^ i. e. of one substance with that body from 
which it is either an effluence or vapour.'' Athanasius, in 
^sententia. his treatise On the Views' of Dionysius of Alexandria, in 
opposition to the Arians, states that this Dionysius, (who 
was a disciple of Origen,) in an Epistle to his namesake 
Dionysius of Rome, said that Christ was '' of one substance" 
with Gt>d, 6fLoov<Tvo9 rtp 6e^' ; and that Dionysius of Rome 



^ Datum. 

[80] 



^ B. Rhenanus says of TertuUian, 
that from his conatant reading of Greek 
authors he had imbibed so much of 
Greek forms of speech, as to be unable 
to forget them even in writing his La- 
tin. 

* Numquid in eodem opere ejusdem 
libri, interdum, ut diximus, statim in 
consequent! capitulo oblitus sui esse 
potuit? V. G. ut qui Patrem et Filium 
unius substantiae, quod Grece 6noov' 
cwv dicitur, designaviti in consequen- 



tibus statim capitulis alterius esse sub- 
stantiae et creatum poterat dicere euin, 
quem pauIo ante de ipca natura De 
Patris pronuntiaverat natum % 

^ QusB similitudines manifestissinie 
ostendunt, communionem substantis 
esse Filio cum Patre : aporrhoea enim 
6fioo6atos videtur, id est, unius fiubstan- 
tis cum illo corpore, ex quo est vel 
aporrhcea vel vapor. — [c. 5. p. 33.] 

* [Vide Dionysii Opera, p. 90.] 
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had required of him to state this in plain terms. Now it is book n. 
clear^ from this statement of Athanasius, that even in the §8.' 



time of these Dionysii the term ofioova-cos was in frequent Homoou- 
use ) and that such as rejected * it (which was falsely laid to the i abhor- 
charge of the Alexandrian Dionysius) incurred the censure of niisse. 
the Church. I am therefore astonished at the ignorance or 
impudence of Sandius^ whichever it be^ in saying^^ that even 
Athanasius was amongst those who acknowledged that the 
term 6fioov<rio^ was ultimately^ fabricated in the Nicene coun- * demum. 
cil. Nay^ in another passage also^ this very Athanasius says 
expressly^ that this word^ as it stands in the Nicene Creed, 
was ''approved by the testimony of the bishops of former 
timesy'^ i. e. of those who were anterior to the council of Nice. 
Look back at the passage which we quoted a little above 
from Athanasius, out of his letter to the bishops of Africa. 
But if any doubt the good faith of the great and excellent 
Athanasius, there is extant at this day an epistle of that very 
Dionysius of Alexandria against Paul of Samosata, in which 
he expressly says, that' ''the Son was declared by the holy 
fathers to be of one substance with the Father.^' These [81] 
words of Dionysius also plainly shew that the holy fathers 
who preceded him had used the term ofioovtrios of the Son ; 
and thus they remarkably confirm the testimony of Eusebius, 
which I just now quoted. In short, from the circumstance 
that the martyr Pamphilus in his Apology for Origen, (which, 
as we shall afterwards shew, rightly bears the name of Pam- 
philus,) contends that Origen expressly said that the Son 
was " of one substance^' with the Father, and therefore was 
catholic in the article of the Godhead of the Son ; from this 
very circumstance, I say, it is most evident that the word 
ofioov<no9 was in use among Catholics even prior to the 
Nicene council, and employed in explaining the doctrine 
concerning the Godhead of the Son; for this Pamphilus 
received the crown of martyrdom* some years before the 
council of Nice, in the persecution, that is, under Maximin^ 
as Eusebius, On the Martyrs of Palestine, chap. 7, and Jerome, 
in his Catalogue, expressly testify. After this, perhaps it may 

y De Script. Eccles., pp. 39,40. edit torn. zi. p. 277. [Opera, p. 214.] 

secund. et pp. 121, 122. * In the year 809. Cave in Pam. — 

■ 6tioo^iO¥ r£ Harpl dfniiUvov t'wh Bow T BR. 
rarv kylmif «'ar#fMiry.-»BibIioth. Patr., 

Bull* ^ 



66 The expression had been repudiaied by the Council of 

ON THB be worth while to observe, that the author of the book entitled 
sTA^m- IIoifidvSf}ff9, and attributed to Mercurius Trismegistus, in 
THrsoN *^^ ^^^ chapter, expressly says that " the Word of God is of 
1 ^fjuH,6<ru>s. ^^^ substance^ with the Father/' It is true that Petavius 
' solide. has proved on solid ' grounds that the writer was an im- 
postor, that is, not Trismegistus himself, but a Christian 
falsely assuming his name ; yet Petavius also acknowledges^, 
•circulate- that that forger* was of very early times, and lived shortly 
"™" after the Apostles ; which is also clearly shewn by testimonies 

being cited from him by Justin Martyr. 

9. Some persons, however, have thought that there is a very 
strong presumption against the term 6fioova-lo9 (^' of one sub- 
stance'') in the fact, that the council of Antioch, which was held 
against Paul of Samosata about sixty years before the Nicene, 
[82] expressly repudiated the term. Theologians, both ancient 
^de hac. . and modern % have been at pains ^ to account for the contra- 
laboranmt. dictory language of these councils. In accordance with my 
design, I shall speak only of the ancients. Hilary, towards 
the end of his book On the Synods, against the Arians, states 
that Paul of Samosata confessed that word ofioovaios in a 
bad sense, and that, on this account, the fathers of the coun- 
cil of Antioch rejected the term. " The Samosatene," he 
says d, '' did ill when he confessed the homoousion. But did 
the Arians do better in denying it?" In what sense, how- 
ever, could the Samosatene have confessed it ? Petavius gives 
the following answer • : "He might have admitted the term 
in the same sense as Sabellius, with whom he coincided in 
opinion on the doctrine of the Trinity ; that is to say, by 
* unicam laying down the substance and essence ' of the Godhead to 
tiam^f ? . et ^^ singular, which involved the entire separation of Christ 

^ De Trin. i. 2. § 3, 4. consentaneus erat; uti scilicet unicam 

• [The editor of the works of Diony- substantiam divinitatis et obtrlav pone- 
sius Alex. (Pref. p. xL &c.) proves by ret, a qua plane separandus esset Chris- 
many arguments that the fathers of tus; qui ne iiioovauis Deo constitue- 
Antioch did not by any means repu- retur, in tempore Deus esse ccepisset. 
diate the word 6/ioo^<rios. — B. See Dr. Quod enim eodem sensu dfioo^atoy 
Burton's view fully stated in Mr. Fa- Verbum esse Samosatcnus affirmant, 
ber*8 Apostolicity of Trinitarianism, quo Sabellius, ibidem Hilarius [de Sy- 
vol. ii. p. 802.] nod., § 81. p. 1196.] ostendit, cum il- 

■* Male, inquit, homooasion Samosa- lum dicit 6fxoo^aio¥ esse Filium do- 

tenus confessus est; sed numauid me- cuisse, quod in Antiochena synodo Pa- 

lius Ariani negaverunt?— [Hil. de Sy- tres usurpari vetuerunt, quia per banc 

nod., § 86. p. 1200.] unius essentia nuncupaiionem solitarium 

* Ea ratione potuit admittere, qua atque unicum sibi esse Patrem et Fiiium 
Sabellius, cui in Trinitatis dogmate pradicabat. — De Trin. iv. 5. 2. 



. Antioch, not because it was expressive of Sabellianism. 67 

from it ; who^ that He might not be set down as of one sub- book n. 
stance with God, must have had His beginning as God in § 8/9. 
time. For, that the Samosatene asserted the Word to be of Houoou- 
one substance in the same sense as Sabellius, is shewn by "®''" 
Hilary in the same passage, when he says, that Paul had 
taught that the Son is of one substance * [with the Father,] ' iMoo^tos. 
a statement which the fathers in the council of Antioch for- 
bad to be used, ' inasmuch as by this use of the term ^ of one 
essence,* he pronounced the Father and the Son to be one 
only single and solitary Being '.'" But this,and I say it with all » solita- 
deference to the venerable Hilary, does not seem to me to be "niwim**"* 
by any means likely. For, granting that the Samosatene here- »»W. 
tic held precisely the same opinion touching the Son of God as 
Sabellius, (a position, however, which might with good grounds 
be questioned,) yet surely Sabellius himself would never have 
willingly a£Qrmed that the Son is consubstantial {ofioova-ioij 
with the Father, but rather identically-substantial {ravroov- 
atos,) Besides, if the Sabellians before the council of Nice 30 
had used the word 6fioov<nos in order to spread their heresy, 
it is no way credible, that the fathers of Nice, — who certainly L^^] 
abhorred the Sabellian, no less than the Arian, heresy, — would 
have inserted that word in their Creed. Sandius^ however, 
confidently maintains 'Hhat the followers of Sabellius em- 
braced the term ^ of one substance \^" that is, of course, before • homoou- 
the Nicene council, for if this be not his meaning, his assertion " 
would be nothing to the purpose. Hence in another place 
he expressly says, that Sabellius himself used the word '^ of 
one substance.'* Let us see by what evidence he proves this 
assertion of his : " For they," his words are, " who repudiated 
the term ' of one substance,* affirmed that those who ap- 
proved of it, were introducing afresh the opinions of Monta- 
nus and Sabellius, (observe their agreement in doctrine,) and 
accordingly they called them blasphemers. Socrat. Eccl. 
Hist. i. 23, and Sozom. ii. 18.** My reply is, that Socrates 
and Sozomen, in the places cited, do, it is true, relate that 
after the Nicene council there were great contentions con- 
cerning the word 6fLoov<no9 amongst the very bishops who 
subscribed to the Nicene Creed, especially between Eusebius 
Pamphili and Eustathius of Antioch; the former with his 

' EducI. Histor. Eccle&iast. i. p. 112. 

p2 
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party charging Eustathius and his party^ who asserted the 
article ^ of one substance^" with Montanism and Sabelli- 
anism ; the latter, <igain, objecting against them [that they 
introduced] the polytheism of the heathens; both sides in 
the meantime professing their belief to be this ^ ; '' That the 
Son of God has a proper subsistence and being; and that 
there is one God in three persons ^" For this we have the 
express testimony of Socrates, and that derived from a care- 
ful reading of the tracts and letters which those bishops wrote 
(in answer) each to the other. It must however be especially 
observed, that Eusebius and his party no way pretended that 
the word ofioovaos in itself, or according to its proper signifi- 
cation, went to confirm the heresy of Sabellius, much less that 
the Nicene fathers wished, by its use, to give the Christian 
world to taste [the cup of ^] Sabellianism ; but that he merely 
said this, that Eustathius and his party, who embraced the 
term " of one substance,^^ wished to introduce Sabellianism ; 
that is, so interpreted the word as to make it altogether to 
favour the Sabellian heresy. Indeed it is expressly said by 
Socrates**, that Eusebius, in the very letter in which he ac- 
cused Eustathius of Sabellian error in his use of the word 
6fjLoovaio9j openly professed that " he himself did not trans- 
gress the Creed of Nicaea." Whether Eusebius charged 
Eustathius justly with Sabellianism, there is no need for us 
to enquire anxiously. Certainly, however, Marcellus, who was 
the teacher of Eustathius, maintained pure^ Sabellianism 
in his writings, as is perfectly clear from the books of Euse- 
bius, which he composed against him. Therefore Hilary, (in 
his book to Constantius,) and Bftsil the Great, (in his letters 
52, 74, and 78*,) and others, expressly class Marcellus amongst 
heretics. The circumstance of his being, at least for a con- 
siderable time, in very warm favour * with the great Athana- 
sius, must, I think, altogether be ascribed to his cunning and 
hypocrisy, and to the zeal and ardour which he displayed 
against the Arians. With regard to Eustathius himself, (al- 



V 4¥vw6ffrtKr6¥ re nai ivvwdpxovra 
r^y vlbtf cTyoi rod 8cov, &a re Bthtf iv 
rpiffly 6vo<rrdafC^iy cTvcu. I am per- 
suaded that Eustathias did not use the 
very word incoffria^vi : but some other 
term which Socrates considered equi- 



valent to it 

OTtv od ^(Ti irapaficUy€t¥' Sco^cUAci 8^ 
ZbffrdBio^ &s T^y 2a3cAA/ou 8^ay cicr- 
dyovra. — Socrat. £. H. i. 23.] 
* [£p. Ixix., cclziii., and cxxv.] 



was not a characteristic of Sabellianism, 69 

though I should be unwilling without due grounds at all to book u. 
detract from the reputation or estimation of a man who was ^"r^^ ^ 
held in much esteem by very many Catholics, and who was homoou- 
also ennobled by the friendship of the great Athanasius^) still ^^^^' 
I candidlv confess that I do not know how it could have come 
to pass, that the bishops assembled at Antioch, although they 
may have been — ^the greater part of them — Arians, singled 
him out from all those who asserted the article ^^ of one sub- 
stance/^ for the charge of " holding rather the opinions of Sa- 
bellius, than those which the council of Nice decreed ;" and [85] 
on that account deposed him from the see of Antioch, (which 
Socrates witnesses to from the relation of others, although he 
expresses, on very slender grounds indeed, his own doubts of 
their trustworthiness, i. 24,) unless he had himself given them 
at least some handle and occasion for a charge of such a na- 
ture. What is to be said to the fact, that Cyrus, bishop of 
Beroea, who, (according to the relation of George of Laodicaea, 
the Arian, in the same passage of Socrates,) was the man 
who accused Eustathius^^ of Sabellianism before the council, 
was a Catholic, and was afterwards himself deposed by the 
Arians on account of his maintaining the Catholic doctrine, 
as Athanasius testifies in his letter To those who were living 
in Solitude ? George indeed, says, that this Cyrus also was 
deposed for his Sabellian doctrine ; but by Sabellian doctrine 
the heretic in that place had no other idea than the doctrine 
" of one substance,'* as Valesius has correctly observed* ; 
and this observation easily reconciles the apparent discre- 
pancy ^ in the statement of George, which perplexed Socrates. > iyattruh- 
But how does all this make for the purpose of Sandius ? ^•** 
What sort of conclusion, I ask, is this ? Eusebius Pamphili 
accused Eustathius of Antioch, of so interpreting the expres- 
sion "of one substance," which was correctly understood by 31 
the Nicene fathers, as to subserve the introduction into the 
Church of the heresy of SabeUius ; therefore the followers of 

1^ I am quite of opinion that Eusta- called Eustathians, were shunned by 

thius was an over- pertinacious main- other catholics as Sabellians: and 

tainerofthe one hypostasis (ft£a6«-oaTc(- thence followed a great schism at An- 

vis) in the Godhead ; at the same time tioch. See Petavius, de Trinit iv. 4. 

that perhaps he meant by the term hy- 10, &c. 

postasis nothinff else than essence or ' See the note of Valesius on So- 

substance (o&<rmy) : on which account crates, p. H. [i. 24. p. 58.] 
also the party, which afler him were 



70 Athanasnu^ accoutU oJihegrtmmdM on which 

ON THE Sabellius^ before the council of Nice, employed mod embraced 
vTAifTiA- the Yery expression ^ of one substance." The incidental ob- 
THE^fov. serration of Sandius, on the agreement of Montanns and Sa- 
[851 ^^^ ^^ their doctrine respecting the most Holy Trinity, 
we will consider by and by, in a more suitable place. I there- 
fore say again, that it seems to me by no means probable that 
the Sabellians ever used the expression '' of one substance'' of 
their own accord and willingly ; although, after the word had 
been sanctioned by the authority of the Nicene council, they 
lobtorto endeavoured to drag it (as it were) by force ^ into the service 
tra^era ° ^^ ^m own heresy. For the expression " of one substance" 
in itself is so far from agreeing with the Sabellian heresy, 
that it is plainly repugnant to it ; as was excellently observed 
by the great Basil (Epistle 300) in these words"*; '^This ex- 
pression corrects also the evil of Sabellius ; for it takes away 
> r^y rcM- the identity of the personal subsistence', and introduces the 
Iro^dl-^^' idea of the persons as complete ; since a thing is not itself 
ffCMs. < of one substance' with itself, bat one thing with another." 
I therefore conclude that Paul of Samosata, as agreeing 
, with Sabellius on the doctrine of the Trinity, did not use the 
words ^' of one substance" for the purpose of expressing his 
heresy : and that the fathers assembled at Antioch did not 
on that account reject it. 

10. No one could have understood this question better than 
the great Athanasius \ for he was himself present at the coan- 
cil of Nice, where, when they were most carefully examining 
all points respecting the article '* of one substance," this main 
objection (concerning the definition of the fathers in the 
council of Antioch) must without any doubt have been among 
the first to be discussed. He declares in his book, On the 
Synods of Ariminum and Seleucia, that Paul of Samosata did 
not acknowledge the article '^ of one substance," but rather, 
out of that term, which had been employed by the Catholics 
in explaining the doctrine of the Divinity of the Son, con- 
trived a sophism, for the purpose of overthrowing that doc- 
trine; and that it was for this reason that the fathers at 
■ supnri- Antioch decided that the word should be suppressed '. We 

klov Ktucbp iwai^opSovrai' weupti yi^ iLK\* ir§po¥ Mp^. — [£p. lit S. vol. iiL 
T^i* ravTC^mra r^s hvoordir^ws, Koi ff/tf"- p. 146.] • 
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will quote his own words^ which most clearly explain this whole book n. 
subject^ but only in Latin^ contrary to my custom^ because the ^"g^io.' 
extract is a long one °. Athanasius then, in that work, after rgy-i 
shewing, that, prior to the synod of Antioch, the phrase '^ of 
one substance'^ had received the sanction of Dionysius, 
bishop of Rome, and of a council of bishops assembled 
under him at Biome to consider the case of Dionysius of 
Alexandria, and. had further been acknowledged also by that 
Dionysius of Alexandria himself, afterwards proceeds to 
treat fully of the discrepancy between the councils of 
Antioch and Nice®; '' If, then, any one blames i the Nicene ^ culptt 
bishops as having spoken contrary to what their predeces- 
sors had decreed, he may also with (equal) justice^ blame the * ^hcArms 
seventy (bishops)*' who were assembled at Antioch against P*" J"'*' 
Paul of Samosata, as not *^ having kept to the statements of 
their predecessors ; for such were the two Dionysii and the 
(other) bishops, who were assembled on that occasion at Rome. 
But it is not right to blame either these or those; for they 
all cared for the things of Christ ^, and all directed their zeal ' hrpi- 
against the heretics. One party, indeed, condemned the xptaroiT 
Samosatene, and the other the Ariau, heresy ; but both 4^^. 
these and those defined rightly and well according to the sunt cura- 
matter before them. And as the blessed Apostle, in his ^®'^' 
Epistle to the Romans, said, ' the law is spiritual, the law is Rom. vii. 
holy ; and the commandment holy and just and good / and 
yet a little after added, ^ for what the law could not do, in Rom. viii. 
that it was weak,' &c. • . . and yet no one would charge the 
saint, on this account, with writing what was inconsistent 
and contradictory, but would rather admire him as writing 

" [The Greek is here supplied, see alrSav yhp llcw ol ^lovinrioi, iced ol ip 

the next note. ] 'Pc^Ml? ih rriyiKavra frvvtK96vrts W- 

* cfrcp oZv fi4fi^frat rts rots 4w Ni- o-iroiroi. &XA* oUrt ro&rovs, oUrt ixd' 

fcaff truptkBovffit', &s tlprtK6<rt vopi rii vovs Utriotf aiTtdaaaBai' ir^rrts yitp iirp4'- 

96^€una Tois irph airrwyf [The old read- ir/Sevor t& Xpurrov, Koi wdyrts airovi^p 

ing was its tlpriKSai irdrra rit 96^a»rra icxfltcuri icariL r&p aiptrtK&w koI ol 

TOIS vph abrwyf which Bp. Bull, not f»^v rhp SofUMraWa, ol 8i r^r 'ApficuH^v 

without cause, seems to have corrected oSptaiy Karixptpav, 6p$ws ih koH oZroi 

to its fiii 9lp7iK6irif K.T.A. The Bene- nqxtTvoit Koi koX&s irpbs r^r 6KOK*tfi4rfiy 

dictine reading however is better, &s 6ir6$€<ri¥ ytypd^paari. kal lb<Tir§p 6 fuurcC- 

€ipfiK6anrtipii Th96^airrti. — B. This has pios &w6aro\os *Vufiatots juir iwurrdx.- 

been followed in the translation. Some K»p, f\^y(y, 6 p6fios irptvfAariK6s iarar 

of the words added in the Latin version iroi 6 v6fios iy tos' iral, ^ 4>n-o\)i ay la, 

of this extract given by Bull, are re- icol Sifcafa, koI iiyaff^' Kal fitr* iklyov, 

tained in parentheses.] 6 ahrbs ^^ft- rb yap iJi^varov rod v6fiov if f ^c$4vti* 

\^air* &p tlK6r»s Kal rots i$dofx'fitcoirraf . . Kal ovk &v rts eurtdaairo rhv &yioy &s 

iht fi^ rh rS»¥ wph ahr&¥ i<pv\a^aif vph ipovrla koI fxax^fi^pa ypd^rra, &AAA 
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unto each suitably to the occasion^ &c. . . . ; so also, if the 
fathers of the two councils used different' expressions in 
speaking of the term ' of one substance/ still we ought not 
for that reason by any means to dissent from them^ but to 
search out their meaning and view'; by doing which we shall 
certainly discover that both councils agree in opinion. For 
they who deposed the Samosatene, apprehending * ^ One sub- 
stance' in a corporeal sense ; — Paul (that is) wishing to so- 
phisticate^ and saying, ^If Christ did not of man become 
6od^ then is He of one substance with the Father; whence 
it necessarily follows, that there are three substances, one 
which is prior *^ and the other two which have their origin 
from it :' — on this account with good reason, guarding against 
sophism such as this on the part of Paul, they said that Christ 
was not ' of one substance ;' for the Son is not so related to 
the Father as he imagined. They, however, who anathema* 
tized the Arian heresy, having perceived the craft of Paul, 
and having considered that the expression ' of one substance' 
has not this meaning, when applied to things incorporeal, and 
especially to God ; knowing, moreover, that the Word is not 
a creature, but an offspring of the substance * [of the Father,] 
and that the substance of the Father is the origin, root and 
fountain of the Son ; and He was the very true ' likeness of 
Him that begat ; not as of separate growth, as we are, is He 
parted from the Father : but as of Him ^, a Son, He exists un- 
divided ; as the radiance is to the light ; and having likewise 
before their eyes the illustrations of Dionysius,that of the foun- 
tain for instance, and (what else is contained in) his Apology 



ncal fiaWov Bavfidtrttty kpfiof6rrws xphs 
ixdarovs 4'irt<rr4\\ovrat icr.X., . . . o8ro»f 
c2 iifjL^OT4pt0¥ rwv avv65»¥ ol iraT4p€s 8ta- 
^ptts 4fiyfifJk6v*va(W ircpl rov SfMovaioUf 
ob xp^ vdyrws rit*^^ 9iap4ptir0eu WfAs 
alroisf &AA& r^v 9idyoiaif ahr&p iptV' 
y^Vt Koi irdyrcts ^hfyficofi^y iLfKl>or4pcov 
r&v aw69«y r^y hiUyouw. ol fi\y yi^ 
rby 2afJLOffaT4a Ka0€\6yrtSf catfienucm 
^KKofxfidyoyrti rh 6fioo6ffioy, rov Oai^- 
\ov aoif>l^9a9ai rt $4\oyTOS koI K4yoy- 
TOf, ft ijA\ 4i iyOp^ov y4yoy9y 6 Xpi- 
arhs SihSf obxovy 6iMoi<ri6s 4<m r^ 
irarpi, Koi iLydymi rpus ohalas cZkou, 
fAiay fiky irpoiryow/n^j^i', rhs Bk B6o 4^ 
4K*iyris. 9th rotrr* thcirws %h\tx$rfi4yT€S 
rh roiovro a6<^io'fAa rov SofUNrarcois, ct- 



pilKaffi, ftii cfyai rhv Xpttrrhy byuoo^ioy. 
oIk i<m yhp o^tits 6 vlhs irfAs rhy va- 
r4pa, &s 4K€iyos 4y6fu ol H r^y *Apcia- 
y^y aSpfffiy 4tya6tfMrl(rayrfSi Bf^piiffay- 
TCf r^y nayovpyiay rov YiaifKoVf ical 
^oyiirdfiwoi fiii oSrvs koH 4irl r&y kiru- 
fidri^y, Koi fAd\t<rra 4irl 6cov rh 6fioou' 
fftoy trriiJMlytcdaif yty^Kovr4s re fi)i 
Kricfutt iiW* 4k r^s oi/cias y4yy7ifia 
tlyau rhy KSyoy^ kc^ r^y ovaiay rod iro- 
tphs ipxh^i f^ol ^Ij^ay, koI hijt^k cTi^oi rov 
viov' Koi s^oa^ifB^s dfioiSrris ^y rov 
ytyyil<rayroSt ovx 49$ irtpo<f>viis, &<nrhp 
ilfAtis 4afjiWf x^i6fjLw6s 4<rrt rovwarphs, 
AAX* &s 4^ cJrrov vlhs iiBtaiptros Orap- 
X*ii &s Kan rh kiraiyeiafia irphs rh if>ws' 
(x^yrti 8i Kol Tct wtpl Aioyvffioy wapa- 
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for the words 'of one substance/ and especially^ that saying bookh. 

CHAP la 

of the Saviour^ expressive of unity *, ' I and the Father are § lo. 



one/ and^ ' he that hath seen Me hath seen My Father also / Homoou- 
on these grounds they also, with good reason, were led to "'^^pAq^ 
declare' that the Son is ' of one substance/'' He then after . \ . 
a few words goes on to say ; '^ For since the Samosatene held rw impri- 
that the Son was not before Mary, but received from her the 2"^**,-^^- 
beginning of His being, on this account the assembled bishops cem, ^ 
condemned the man as a heretic and deposed him ; but touch- z^^^^^^ 
ing the Godhead of the Son, writing in simple fashion, they sunt utdi- 
did not busy themselves about the exact meaning of the ex- *^®""^ 
pression 'of one substance / but, as they apprehended^ the W^cixi^. 
' One substance/ so did they speak of it ; for they were only ^^^ 
intent on overthrowing what the Samosatene had devised, 
and on setting forth that the Son was before all things, 
and that He did not become God from being man, but being 
God, He put on the form of a servant; and being the Word, 
He became flesh, as St. John said. And thus was the blas- 
phemy of Paul dealt with. But when the party of Euse- 
bius and Arius taught that the Son was indeed before all 
time, yet that He was made, and was one of the creatures ; 
and as to the expression, ' Of God,' did not believe it in the 
sense that He was the true Son of the Father, but affirmed 
that to be 'of God' held good of Him in the same sense as 
of the creatures; and, as to the oneness of likeness of the 
Son to the Father, did not confess that it is in respect of es- 
sence ^ or nature, that the Son is like the Father, but is on * oiiatas 
account of the agreement of doctrines and of teaching ; nay •"•""*• 



SfMotMrlov i,iro\oyiaif' trpih 8^ roirwv r^v 
rod Swr^pof IvociSi} ^k^v' iyit Koi 
6 warriip cv itriiw jcol, 6 iwpoKits 4fii, 
i(&paie€ rhv wartpa' to^ov tvtKtv «MC(j- 
T«f flp^Kcuri Kol abrol 6fioo^<riop rhv vlhv 
. . . hrtiX^ y^ 6 ^afioffarths 4ipp6vu 
fi)i cTroi iFp6 Mapias rhp vlhy^ ^^* &ir* 
alfnis itpxh^ i<rj(riK4ifai rov cfvoi, roirov 
wtMtfol r6rt ffvtf9K96vr*i, koBuKov /uiv 
cdrr^y mti cdptriKhtf iaci^vaif' irtpX 8i rqr 
rov viov 096n^o$ awKowrr^pov ypdi/^y^ 
r€s, ov KVKT^yivorro ir^pX" riiw rov hyut^ 
ouciov iucf^fiuatff AAA' offroif &$ ^{ciA^- 
^MTi wtpl rov Sfioovalov ttp^Koat' r^v 
^porrlia yi^ tlxoi^ waaeuf, Sircp 4'rw6' 
1IC9P 6 Sofuxrctrcvf, iwtKuVf koI iu^ou, 



TTpb xdrrwv cTyai rhv vihp, jcol Sri o^k 
^1 6»fep^»¥yiyov€ Bc^s, &AAA efbs&r, 
ivMffcero Boi\ov yuip^w ncai A<^of ^v, 
y4yo¥9 irdp^t &s cfrcir 'IomCvi^s* kcU oihw 
fikw Kark r^t fiK€ur<prifdas na6\ov ir^- 
wptucrau iirtdiii 8^ ol wtpl %hffi$iO¥ koX 
'Apctov, irf^ XP^^^^ f^" •IvM rhtf vlhtf 
(\€yo¥, vrroiriffOai ikimoit icai fVa rw 
Krifffidrup a^hv iBl9aurK0Pt fcai rh, 4k 
rov BfoVf oifx ^' *^^^^ 4k varphs ypif 
fftov, 4wiar9voVt &AA* &s ra Kriafiorei, 
oih-m Koi 4ii^ canov rh 4k rov 6coG cTrou 
9iafi€fiau>vvrOf vfip re biunAe^ms ip^rrfra 
rov vlov wphs rhp vartpa, o^k i\€yop 
Karh, riip oiKfiop, oC9* kotA r^p ^^ip, 
its ttrrip vihs ifiotos irarpl, &AA& Biii riip 
O'vfA/^piap rAp Boypuirwp Kol Ti)s Ma- 
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and also severed off, and made entirely alien the substance of 
the Son from the Father^ devising for Him another origin of 
beings and bringing Him down to the number of the crea- 
tures : on this account the bishops who assembled at Nice, 
having perceived the craftiness of those who held this opinion, 
and having brought together^ the sense out of the Scrip- 
tures, used the phrase 'of one substance' to express it more 
, ^^l^^^, clearly *, in order that by this the truth and genuineness of 
pop iypa- His Sonship might be known, and that created beings ' might 
•^Vijra. ^^^^ nothing in common with Him. For the precision of 
this term both detects their hypocrisy, if they use the formula 
'of God,' and also excludes all their plausible arguments, 
* 6^>afrwd- whereby they seduce ^ the simple-minded. At any rate, they 
are able to put a sophistical construction upon, and to change 
the meaning of all other words as they please ; this phrase 
only, as detecting their heresy, they dread ; which very phrase 
the fathers set down as a bulwark against all their impious 
speculations." Thus far the great Athanasius. 

11. He is, moreover, supported in his views by the great 
Basil, in his three hundredth Epistle ; where, having spoken 
*de priBco- of the publication^ of the Nicene Creed, he subjoins the fol- 
promul- lowing words** ; " Of this the other portions indeed are alto- 
gato. gether incapable of being assailed by calumny; but the 

word 6fjLoov<no9, having been used in a wrong sense by 
some, there are persons who have not yet accepted it. 
These one might with justice blame, and yet again, on 
second thoughts, they might be deemed excusable ; for, al- 
though a refusal to follow the fathers and to consider the 
word adopted by them, as of more authority than one's own 



&Tc(«rovrro vairrtKeis riiif olalav rod 
vlov itwh rov irarpbsi h'4pay ^X^y 
cUn-^ rov cfyai hrwoovvrts, Kal tls rck 
KrifffAora Karapipovr^s aitn6v rodrov 
X^iy ol iv JiiKcdif &w«X.$6vrtSf B^wp^- 
ffOKTcs T^p wcufovpyltuf rwv oUrm ^po- 
povtrn^p, iroi trvydy ay oyrts iK r&¥ ypa^ 
^v T^y Z^oioMt X9vk6t9pov ypd^wrtSf 
tlp^Kcuri rh 6fJU}o6aiop' Xya kcA rh yrti- 
irtoy ii\ri$&s in roirov yronrOp rov vlov, 
K€d fiffilv KOiphv (xV ^P^^ TOVTor rk 7e- 
tnrrd' ^ ykp rris X4\t»s ra^n^s dutplfitta, 
T^K Tc bitOKpiirw cUn-Wt ihp K4ywri rh 
4k rov Bfov fn^bv^ huK4yx^^% *^^ itdaaa 
aifrw riks irt0ay<$nrraf, 4y off 6papwd- 



fown ro^f 4uc9palov$t ^nc/SdUAei. iriirra 
yoMf ^wdfAWOi (TO^/JVa^GU ical fiera- 
iroiciK, &t $4Kov<rif ra&riiv fi6tn/iv r^r \c- 
(ty, As 9tt\4yxowraif ahrw r^p alJpco'M', 
itBloffW V oi var4p€Sf ifaw^p ^irirc<- 
Xur^ Kork irdnis iurtfiovi iwtvolas aO- 
r&p, typa/^¥, — Athan.,tom. i. pp.919, 
920. edit Paris. 1627. [§ 45. vol. i. p. 
758.] 

1 oZ rk fUif KA\a mundwcuriy 4<rr\¥ 
durvKo^dimfrat r^v B\ rov 6ftoov<rlov 
^tnf^Vf KOK&s vapd rtrofv 4kKfi^tia'ay, 
^Url rivfs ot fi^twm irttpalif^dfuyoi. o6i 
Kol fi4fA^eur* &p ris BiKcdus, Ka2 vdXir 
fUw roi ffvyyp^fii^s airrobs i^t^a^itp. 
rh ijukv yhp irarpdtrt fiii 4uto\ov$9iP, Kid 
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opinion^ be deserving of blame^ as fraught with wilfulness; bookh. 
still on the other hand^ the suspecting it, in consequence of ^^\% 
its having had an ill name given it' by others^ seems in some Homoou- 
measure to exonerate them from that blame. For. in truth, f* ^''' 
they who were assembled in the matter of Paul of Samosata, eciVoy. 
did give an ill name^ to this word^ as not conveying a good * 8<c/3oAi>ir. 
meaning'; for they said that the term ofioowrms^ 'of oneso^ircKvif- 
substance/ suggests the idea of a substance and the things *^^' 
which are formed from it; so as that the substance being 
divided into parts, gives the appellation ' of one substance * 
to the things into which it is divided. And this notion 
has some force' in the case of metal, and the pieces of 
money made from it; bat in the instance of God the 
Father and God the Son, there is not contemplated any 
substance elder than or overlying* both; for to think or**pfajS«^ 
assert this were something beyond impiety.'^ You per- JJJ",^,,, 
ceive that in these words Basil expressly testifies, thatA*^*^- 
the word ofioovavos was rejected by the fathers of Antioch j-^^J 
only so far as it seemed to denote a certain divine sub- ^ . 
stance anterior to the Father and the Son, which was sub- 
sequently divided into the Father and the Son. Now it 
is most clear, that neither Paul of Samosata nor Sabellius 
confessed the doctrine '' of one substance ''- in this sense. 
It therefore follows, that the assertion of Athanasius is 
quite true, that Paul framed an argument for impugning 
the divinity of Christ out of the word ofioovcLos, which he 
was aware was in use among Catholics, (and possibly so ex* 
plained by some of them, as to give occasion to its being 
spoken ill of,) and that the fathers, accordingly, determined 
on the suppression of it altogether. 

12. And this view of the case receives no little confirma- 
tion from the history of the Nicene council. It is, I mean. 



[92] 



TTjr iavrAp yrAfAfis, ijKKiifiaros (^iop, 
&s ahOaZtias ytfxov rh Bl ircUty 6^' frc- 
p9»v BiafiktiBuffcuf eArijy iworrov tx*^^* 
Tovri vm hoKnl rov iyKX^/Aoros ainous 
ftrrpUtt iKtvBMpow. ical Y^p r^ 6ifri ol 
M na^Ay r^ 2a/MMrar«i avyc\0<$rrct 
ZiifidKnv T^v K^^ir, its ohx ^cuiutw. 

^wpify iropurr^r twouur ohuias re iceU 
r«K &ir* avr^r, fitrrc Korofu ptcBtiffeuf 
r^y obiflay wap4x*t¥ rov dfioovalov r^v 



irpoinfyoplap rots tls & Btnp^Bri, rovro 91 
M xaAxov fA^u K<d rS>v an' vJrrov yo/U' 
fffidrwv ix*^ '''(^^ K6yoy rh 9tay6rifia' 
M dc 6«ov varphs, Ktd Bcov vlov, oIil 
ohcla irpMfffivT^pa oifB* dw€pK«ifi4inj itfi' 
^iv etwpttrai' iurt&tias y^ Mietufa 
rovro icoi ro^c^cu koI ^iy^wrOai, — Op. 
Basilii, torn. iii. p. 292. [£p. lii. 1. 
p. 145.] 

^ Hoc quidem veriasimum est, &c.( 
IB the Latin translation. 
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altogether probable, that the word ofioovcio? was rejected 
by the fathers of Antioch for the very same reason, for 
which it was also disliked by certain catholic bishops at the 
council of Nice, that is to say, at first, before the other 
bishops and Constantine himself explained the word more 
distinctly. Now what was that reason? Was it because 
the word in question favoured the opinions of the Samo- 
satene or Sabellius; or that those two heretics had em- 
ployed it in explaining their heresy ? Nothing is further 
from the truth. The actual reason was, because, on the 
contrary, the word appeared to some to imply that partition 
of the divine essence, which I just now mentioned; this is 
expressly declared by Eusebius Pamphili, in his letter to 
his diocese of Csesarea, respecting the Nicene council, in the 
following words*; "After they had dictated this formula," (i.e. 
the formula of faith now called the Nicene Creed,) " we did 
not pass over without examination their expressions, ' of the 
substance of the Father,' and 'of one substance with the 
Father.' In consequence many questions and answers arose 
on these points, and the meaning of the terms was tested by 
discussion; and in particular it was admitted by them, that the 
expression ' of the substance,' was intended to signify that 
the Son is indeed of the Father, but yet does not exist as a 
part of the Father. And as to these points it seemed to us also 
right to assent to the meaning." Previously, in the same let- 
ter, Eusebius had said that Constantine himself satisfied some 
of the Bishops who raised a question about the expression, " of 
one substance," by these words ^; that "he did not use the 
words ' of one substance' with reference to what takes place 
in the case of bodies \ nor yet that the Son subsisted ^, either 
by way of division or any kind of abscission from the Father ; 
inasmuch as it was not possible that the immaterial, intel- 



■ Koi Hi ra^rris r^s ypa^t 5ir* at- 
reov 6irayop€v$9iaiiSn ^Foif ttpifrcu a{noTs 
rh iK rrjs obaias rod Harphst Kid rh r^ 
narp) Sfioovciort oitK ia^t^iraiTToy cA- 
ro7s Kara\ifiirdyofi€¥. itrtfrnrfitrus roi- 
yapovy Ktd kiroKpitrtis 4vr€v$tv &ycjici- 
rovtrro, 4fi€urdyij^4v re 6 \Ayos r^y itd- 
yoKUfrAp tlp^ixiimy' koX 8^ Kid r6 4k t^s 
oitffias itfio\iyjiTO wphs aitrciy hiXtoriKhy 
€Jyat rod iK fi^y rod warphs cfrcu, oir fk^v 
its n^pos 6wJipx*iy rod narp6s. ravra Bk 
Ko) rifiiy 4B6k€i koKus Kx*^*' frtrKarari- 



BtaSeurp Biotyoli^ [fTIs cinre/Sovf SiSaerica- 
\icis, ir.T.\.] — Apud SocratEccl. ilist 
L 8. [p. 24.] 

* iri fi^ Korii Tck r&y wpidrw itdBii 
K^yoi rh dfMovaioy, oGrt oZy Kark 9tcd- 
p*aty, odrt KCtrd rtya kirorofiiiv ix rov 
Iltnphs treoffr^yai. ii'tfrt yhp B^yeurSai 
r^y 6dKoyf xcd yotpity, Kot iLtr^fiaroy ip^^ 
O'ly 0'wfu»TiK6y rt trdBos {MpltrroffBai' Otl^ 
ots 84 Kod kwoppiirois piifieuri wpo<HiK€i 
T^ roiavra yotiv, — [Ibid.] 



as to the words " Of one Substance" Views of Sabellius. 77 

lectual^ and incorporeal nature should be the subject of any book n. 
corporeal affection ; but of divine and mysterious terms it ^§^3^/* 
is fit that we conceive in like manner/' [i. e. in divine and Hoiaoou- 
mysterious thoughts.] Lastly, before the time of Paul of '*°^* 
Samosatb, Sabellius also had himself denied the genera- 
tion of the Son, into a distinct Person, of God the Father 
Himself, i. e. His being " of one substance," for the same 
reason, namely, that there would thence follow a division, 
and a cutting asunder, as it were, of the Divine Substance ; 
as Alexander informs us, not obscurely, in a letter to his 
namesake, the bishop of Constantinople, given in Theodo- 
ret; where he says that the Son^ "was begotten, not out 
of what is not\ but of the Father who Is: not after the ^ohKiKrov 
likeness of [material] bodies, by cuttings off, or by stream- '^ ^^7^^' 
ings off, which imply division, as Sabellius fancies." These 
words of Alexander admit plainly of a twofold meaning. 
Either, first, that Sabellius himself supposed that the Son 
was begotten of God the Father, after the manner of [ma- 
terial] bodies, by a cutting into or partition of the Father's 
substance ; or secondly, that that heretic thought that such 
a partition of the Father's substance necessarily resulted 
from the view of the Catholics, who taught that the Son 
was so begotten of the very substance of the Father as to be 
a distinct Person^ from the Father, and that on that account « hyposta.. 
he rejected that catholic doctrine. The former of these "*' 
senses is altogether absurd, since it is known to every one 
that Sabellius taught that God is one Person ouly' ; and that 'fto^otrpSa- 
he recognised no real distinction of Persons in the Divine 
Essence, much less a partition thereof. It remains, then, 
that we must certainly take the words in the other sense. 
And indeed the earliest forerunners of Sabellius, whose 
heresy is stated and refuted by Justin Martyr, (in his Dia- 
logue with Trypho,) opposed a distinction of Persons in the 
Godhead by the same argument, as we shall afterwards shew', 
where we treat of the doctrine of Justin. Nay, it is certain 
that all the heretics who have ever denied a distinct sub- 
sistence of the Son of God in the Divine Essence, (whether 

• ywifTiBivra oIk 4k rov fiii 6trros, 2afi(KKi<f> doKti, — Eccl. Hist. i. 4. p. 

iiXX iK rod 6irros Tlarphs, ot kcet^ r^s 17. edit Valesii. [p. 18.] 

r&¥ ffotfidrt^if Sfioidrrrraft rats rofuus ^ ' See chap. iv. sect, 4. of this Book. 
roTf iK Bicup4afwy ikwoppolais, Acnrcp 



tfWOt, 



78 Bp, BulVs opinion as to the true way of reconciling the 

ON THE they were Sabellians, followers of the Samosatene^ or^ lastly, 
ooNsuB. ^yji^ijg^j jj^yg invariably placed the chief support of their 
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^^^ ^' cause on this very sophism. And I have no doubt that the 



Nicene fathers wished to counteract this wrong conception 
of the doctrine of the ^'consubstantiality'^ of the Son, when 
{Kft&T saying that the Son is " begotten of the substance of 
the Father*') they subjoined immediately, " God of God, light 
34 of light/' For by these words they signify that the Son of 
God is so begotten of God the Father, God of God, as light 
[95] is kindled of another light ; not by a partition or diminution 
of the Father's essence, but by a simple communication, such 
as (if any illustration of so great a mystery may be derived 
from things material) is the communication of light from 
another light, without any division or diminution of it. 

13. And thus after carefully weighing every thing, we are 
led to the decided opinion, that the following is the most sim- 
Wwrrto- pie way of reconciling this apparent contradiction i between 
^^*^^^' the councils of Antioch and Nice. The Catholics before the 
time of Paul of Samosata, and the council convened at An- 
tioch against htm, were accustomed to say, in discoursing of 
the Godhead of the Father and the Son, that the Son is ** of 
one substance" with the Father \ as is abundantly proved by 
the testimonies of the ancient authors prior to the council of 
Antioch, which we have alleged before. Paul, however, in 
striving by every means to overthrow the received doctrine 
of the divinity of the Son, employed a sophistical argument, 
derived from a wrong understanding of the meaning of the 
expression ''of one substance:" as thus: If the Son be of one 
substance with the Father, as you (Catholics) say, it will fol- 
low, that the Divine Substance is, as it were, severed into 
two parts, whereof one constitutes the Father, and the other 
the Son ; and thus that there existed a certain Divine Sub- 
stance, anterior to the Father and the Son, which afterwards 
was distributed into those two. The fathers of the council 
of Antioch with good reason abhorred this interpretation of 
the word; and therefore, not caring much about words in 
a question of such moment, they were content to suppress 
the term itself in silence, in order to cut off all occasion 
for the cavils of the heretics, provided only that the thing 
was agreed on, i. e. the true divinity of the Son. When, 
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however, the Arians afterwards denied the thing itself, which book n. 
is really represented in the word, that is to say, the true §l2ri8. 
divinity of the Son, and adduced (as is probable) the de- Homoou- 
finition of the fathers of Antioch to screen their heresy, the "'°™ 
bishops assembled at Nice with good reason formally re- 
called (as from exile*), and inserted in their Creed, this most ' quasi 
fitting expression, which, as they were aware, had been re- ^* *""" 
ceived and approved by holy fathers prior to the council of 
Antioch, and which Catholics had then had taken from them, 
simply on account of the absurd cavils of the impious Sa- 
mosatene; such an explanation being added in the Creed 
itself, as no one but an heretic could reject. This will 
be sufficient before fair judges to vindicate the venerable 
fathers of Nice for adding the word ofiooua-tos to their Creed ; 
an additional reason, however, is given by Athanasius, in 
the fore-cited passage, and that with great truth; to the 
eflFect that the most holy fathers were by a kind of neces- 
sity, driven to place that word in their confession of faith, 
(although it nowhere occurs in the Scriptures, and even 
had, on somewhat slight grounds, been rejected by some of 
their predecessors,) driven that is to say, by reason of the 
"unprincipled cunning'^' of the Arians, such as can hardly 'rVira- 
be believed, and such as all good men must simply detest, or "^"''^ "*'" 
(to use another expression of Athanasius y) " the wickedness ' • t^>' «o- 
and evil artifice of their impiety/' For those eminent mas- ^^^^ 
ters of pretence and dissimulation did not reject any one form T^* **"* 
of speech, which the Catholics had adopted and used, either out rcxnW. 
of Scripture or from tradition, with the sole exception of the 
word ofioovfTios ; as being a word of which the precision and 
exactness precluded all attempt at equivocation. When they 
were asked whether they acknowledged that the Son was 
begotten of the Father Himself*? they used to assent, under- * « ipso 
standing, as is plain, the Son to be of God in such sense as ^^^^' 
all creatures are of God, that is, have the beginning of their 
existence from Him. When the Catholics enquired of them 
whether they confessed that the Son of God was God, they 
forthwith answered. Most certainly. Nay more, they used of «iiltro 
their own accord openly to declare* that the Son of God is bant.**'** 
true God *. But in what sense ? Forsooth being made true • Aaij^iwJv 

7 [Epist ad Afric. § 7. vol. i. p. 93.] 
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80 Confirmed by statements of Athanasius and Ambrose, 

oKTHs [God], He is true [Grod] ; that is, He is true God who 
n-AMTiA- was truly made God *. Lastly, when they were charged by 
THrsoN. ^^^ Catholics with asserting that the Son of God is a creature^ 
PQ--, they would repel the charge not without some indignation : 
with the secret reservation of its being in this sense, that the 
Son of God is not a creature, as all other creatures are ; they 
*??^**' being created by God mediately through the Word*, not im- 
mediately, as the Word Himself. The word ofioovfriosj " of 
one substance/' was the only expression which they could not 
in any way reconcile with their heresy. Bead by all means 
what Athanasius has written on this subject, in his letter to 
the African bishops, given by Theodoret, (Eccl. Hist. i. 8 ;) 
where this is especially to be observed, that Athanasius asserts 
that the Nicene fathers had designed to construct the con- 
fession of their faith from passages of Scripture exclusively ; 
and that they would have carried this into effect, had they 
not been diverted from their purpose by the impious and 
abominable cunning of the Arians in perverting and wrest- 
ing the words of the sacred oracles, of which they had full 
proof before their eyes. As to the observation of Atha- 
nasius, that the expression ofioovaios, '' of one substance,'' 
was the one word upon whicl^ the Arians could not put any 
false colour, it is remarkably confirmed by Ambrose, (in his 
treatise On the Divinity of the Son, c. 4,) in these words * : 
" In short, even now they might (so far as the word is con- 
cerned) use the phrase ofioovaios, as they have all others 
also, if they knew how to pervert it to another meaning by 
putting a distorted sense on it ; but perceiving themselves to 
be shut up by this word, they wished that no mention at all 
25 should be made of it [in the Creed."] And, in fact, the com- 
plete truth of this declaration of Athanasius and Ambrose is 
abundantly attested by the various and manifold confessions 
of the Arians, (as they are recorded by Athanasius himself in 
his treatise On the Councils of Ariminum and Seleucia, and by 
Hilary in his work On the Councils against the Arians, and 

' ytv6fiwos ii\Ti6tyhs, ii\ri$tv6s 4<mv. telligentiam scsvo sensu perverterent. 

i. e. Yerus est Deus, qui vere factus est Sed cum viderent, se in hoc verbo con- 

Deus. dudi, nuUam omnino hujus mentionem 

' Denique et nunc possent d/ioo^aiov, fieri voluerunt. — [Several critics deny 

sicut et csetera, verbo tenus nominare, that this work is by Ambrose. YoL iL 

si haberent quomodo illud ad aliam in- Append., p. 851. — h,"] 
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by other writers ;) inasmuch as in these confessions the word book il 
ofioova-ios, " of one substance/' is uniformly omitted, although | "3^14. 
well-nigh all the other statements * of the Catholics concern- Homoou- 
ing the Son of God are found in them. So that the Arian fana- "'^''* 
tics, in burning with such excessive fury against that word, , ^ ^. 
seem to me to act like mad dogs, that snarl at the iron chains 
by which they are confined, and attempt in vain to break 
them with their teeth. 

14. For the rest ; we are by no means to listen to Stephen 
Curcellaeus^, who could affirm without a blush, that " the in- 
sertion of the word ofwovo-ios into the confession of faith by 
the Nicene bishops, as a watchword of orthodoxy, after it had 
been excluded from it as heretical by the council of Antioch 
sixty years before, happened through an oversight, in that the 
bishops who met at Nice had heard nothing of the decree of 
Antioch ; and that afterwards when it came to their know- 
ledge, after the council was dissolved, it was no longer open^ * integrum, 
to them to make any alteration.^' For what man that is in 
his senses, and (to use an expression of Curcellaeus') that 
has not been possessed by a spirit of dizziness, would think 
it likely, that out of three hundred and eighteen bishops, 
of whom some (as we have before seen &om Eusebius) 
were remarkable for learning, and others also venerable from 
their advanced age, there should not be one who knew what 
had been decreed in a very celebrated council, of which the 
remembrance was yet fresh. But even supposing we were 
to allow as a concession to Curcellaeus, that all the rest of the 
prelates were so ignorant of the history of the Church, it was 
at any rate quite impossible that Eusebius, bishop of Cse- 
sarea, should have been unacquainted with this fact ; seeing 
that he was a man, beyond all controversy, most thoroughly 
acquainted with ecclesiastical matters. What is to be said 
to the fact that Athanasius, who, as it has been said before, 
was himself present and taking a part in the Nicene council, 
expressly testifies, in the passage above quoted, that the 
fathers assembled at Nice thoroughly understood the craft [99] 
of Paul', that is, of Paul of Samosata, in procuring by his » r^v tw- 
sophiatry, among the bishops at Antioch, the throwing aside *2?muJ- 
of a most apt expression, which had been of old in use among ^^^ 

^ Quatern. DisserUt., Dissert, i. p. 138. [§71. p. 852. Op., ed. 167*5.] 

BULL. 



82 The assertion J that the ward was derived from heretics, 

ON TBB the Catholic doctors ; and that, in consequence, they had re- 

stantia' called it again into the use of the Church. Nothing could 

LiTY OP j^i^yg i^^gj^ g|^^^ more express than this against the fabrica- 

j-~ tion ' of Curcellaeus. 

turn. 15. But before we bring to a close our enquiry respecting 

the word " of one substance/' we must once more briefly meet 
a statement of Sandius, who in the first book* of his " Ecclesi- 
» Historia astical History laid open *," maintains, that the word o/jloov^ 
ties ' ' ^^^^ ^^ firs^ fabricated by heretics, that is to say, by the 
enucleate. Valentinians and other Gnostics; from whom the phrase waa 
afterwards taken up by Montanus, Theodotus, Sabellius^ 
Paul of Samosata, and the Manichees ; and alleges that this 
is witnessed to by Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, and 
others. I ask him what his meaning is, when he says 
that this word was first fabricated by the Valentinians and 
other Gnostics. Does he mean this, that the Gnostics were 
the first to devise the Greek word, and to bring it into use ? 
I suppose he was not so utterly foolish as this. At any rate, 
as has been already shewn, the heathen writers among the 
Greeks used the very same word. Or did he mean that the 
Gnostics used that word respecting some of their ^ons ? We 
allow that they did ; and no more than this is attested by 
Irenseus and other Catholic writers^ But what of that ? 
Surely these same Gnostics also applied to their J&ona the 
words \6yo9, a-oDTqp, irapaKKryro^, and very many others 
which were in use among the Catholics in speaking of the 
divine Persons. Are we then, on this account, to say, that the 
Gnostics were the first to invent them ? and are the words^ 
on this ground, to be excluded from use in the Church? 
[100] Certainly not. The remark of Tertullian is to the purpose, 
(against Praxeas, chap. 8^ ;) " The truth does not refrain from 
the use of a word, because heresy also uses it. Nay, heresy 
has rather borrowed it from the truth, to frame it into her own 
counterfeit.^^ Lastly, was this what he meant, that the Gnos- 
tics were the first to teach that the Word, or Son of God, was 

* p. ] 22. [p. 504. The Latin is given in full ; 

^ See above, § 2. the words in brackets were omitted by 

^ Non ideo, inquit, non utatur et veri- Bp. Bull, and ** utatur" altered to " uti- 

tas vocabulo [isto (so. irpo/3oX^y) et re tur ;" the words " utitur, imo hsresis'* 

et ceusu ejus,] quia et hseresis [utitur, have been-restored in the translation, to 

imo hieresis] poiius ex veritate accepit, complete the sense.] 
quod ad mendacium suum stmeret 
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of one substance with God the Father? He must surely bookil 
allow^ either that this was his meaning in the passage I have 1 14^ 15. 
rited^ or that his observations were not at all to the point. houoouT 
Now, this is entirely false ; neither Irenseus, nor any one of ■'***•• 
the ancient writers makes such a statement. On the contrary, 
it is most certain that the Gnostics (I mean, the Cerinthians, 
Yalentinians, &c.) entirely denied the consubstantiality of 
the Logos, i. e. of the Word, or Son of God ; and were on 
that account condemned by the Catholics who wrote against 
them, as guilty of heresy. Indeed they separated the Logos 
so far from the essence of the most high God, the Father 
of all, that that iBon was totally ignorant of that his first 
parent; as we learn from Irenseus, Tertullian, and others. 
So they also denied the coetemity * of the Word, affirming * rh ^vMt- 
that Silence preceded the Word; and that, consequently, *^^' 
there was a time when the Word did not exist at all ; and 
from this cause also they were vehemently opposed by the 
most ancient Catholic doctors of the Church. In a word, the 
heresy, which was afterwards called the Arian, had the Gnos- 
tics for its first authors and parents ; as we shall most clearly 
prove in a subsequent portion of the work^. Of Babellius 
and Paul of Samosata, I have already said what may suffice. 
With regard to Montanus, by what argument will Sandius 
prove that he was heretical on the article of the most hoFy 
Trinity f His authorities are Socrates, i. 23, and Sozomen, 
ii. 18. They associate Montanus with Sabellius, as thinking 
alike on the doctrine of the most holy Trinity. But let us [101] 
hear what the excellent Yalesius* has observed on the pas- 
sage in Socrates ; '* It is not clear,'^ he says, *' why Socrates 
joins Montanus and Sabellius together; for we have the 36 
testimony of Epiphanius, (On the Heresy of the Montanists,) 
and of Theodoret, (in his third book On the Fables of the 
Heretics,) that Montanus himself made no innovation in 
the doctrine of the Trinity, but adhered to the faith of the 
Catholic Church; some of his followers, however, did away 
with the distinction of persons, with Sabellius, as Theo- 
doret in the passage cited above expressly writes', ' Certain 

^ See book Hi. 1. § 15, 16. atui lipvliatanotrhy cArhy ttpai\iyo¥r*t 

• Notes on Socrat, p. 14. [p. 67.] koI var4pa, Ktd vlhw, jccU iyt»¥ itmS/ao. 

' ruth Hh abr&if r&r rpui ImovrJ^ — Theodoret Heret Fab. iii 2. toI. It. 

^ffis T^f 9f4mrT9s So^cXXty iro^ctvAir- p. 227. 
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84 Variotu statements of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, 

ON THB of them, almost in the same way as Sabellius^ denied the 
8TANTIA- three Persons of the Qodhead^ alleging that the Father, the 
LiTY OP Son, and the Holy Ghost are the same person*/^* To the 
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observations of Valesius I will add this also ; Tertullian in his 
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•hau treatise against Praxeas, (a work which was certainly written 
by him after he had become a Montanist,) most strenuously 

» scilicet, assailed the heresy which Sabellius embraced; for* Praxeas 
entertained the very same opinions as Sabellius afterwards 
[did.] It is, therefore, more than certain, that neither Mon- 
tanus himself, nor his earliest followers, entertained the same 
views as Sabellius on the doctrine of the Trinity. If San- 
dius had understood this, he might easily have corrected his 
many mistakes in the first book of his Hist. Reel, Enucl,, in 
which he treats of Montanus and his heresy. But what, I 
ask, is the meaning of Sandius, in enumerating Theodotus 
among the upholders of the word '' of one substance.^' Does 
he mean Theodotus the Tanner, who in the time of Pope 

» ^i\hy eb'- Victor taught that Christ was a mere man " ? But what an- 

'^'^*'' cient writer, nay what human being, before Sandius, main- 
tained that Theodotus ever dreamt of the consubstantiality of 
[102] the Son ? Then, with respect to the Manichees, Augustine in- 
deed states, '(as Sandius afterwards quotes him, when he is 
treating of those heretics,) that they acknowledged the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost to be of a nature not unequal. 
Be it so. But what then ? Sandius may sooner draw water 
from a pumice-stone, than hammer out of these facts any 
thing to suit his purpose I Meanwhile, it is no great merit 
in the Manichees to confess that the three Persons of the 
Godhead are of a nature not unequal ; for (according to San- 
dius' own statement) they thought that angels also, and the 
souls of men had their existence of the divine substance. 
And thus far of the word oixoovaw^, ^' of one substance.'^ 
Let us now deal with the thing itself. 

16. We affirm that it was the concordant and uniform 
view of the Catholic doctors, who flourished in the first three 
centuries, that the Son of God is, in the aforesaid sense, of 
one substance with God the Father; that is, that He is 
not of any created or mutable essence, but of altogether the 
same divine and unchangeable nature with His Father ; and 

< tradunt therefore is true God. The ancient writers, indeed, teach ^ 



which all imply the doctrine ' of One Substance.* 85 
this doctrine in many different ways. 1. They teach the doc- book n. 

# CHAP* I« 

trine "of one substance/' so often as they affirm that the ^ 15, le. 
Son of God is put forth and begotten^ not only by the Fa- Homoou- 
ther*. but of Him. For that is a most certain axiom. To"®^* , 

' * a Patre, 

iic 0€ov yevvrjffh, 0€o* eart^, "What is begotten ofsedexipso, 
God, is God." 2. They teach the same^ so often as they Hi^*g°if » 
declare that the Son is the true, genuine, proper, and na- 
tural Son of God the Father. 8. The very same do they 
declare by the similes with which they are accustomed, as 
best they may, to illustrate the generation of the Son. 
They say that the Son is begotten of^ the Father, as a^generari 
tree proceeds out of the root> a stream out of the foun- ^^' 
tain, a ray out of the sun. But the root and the tree, the 
fountain and the stream, the light in the disc of the sun and 
that in the ray, are cleanly of the same nature ; so are the 
Father and the Son of altogether the same substance. But 
you will find no simile, in which the fathers take more [103 J 
delight, than in that of light out of light, as when fire is 
kindled of fire, or the beam put forth * out of the sun. ' ex. 
Hence the Nicene prelates in their creed inserted that ex- j^™^" 
pression ff>&s ix ^coto^, " Light of Light,'' in illustration of 
the article " of one substance." 4. They most openly confirm 
the doctrine " of one substance," when (as they all do) they 
except the Son of God from the number of created beings, 
and expressly deny that He is a creature ; for there is nothing 
midway between God and a creature. 5. They affirm the 
same, so often as they ascribe to the Son of God attributes 
which belong to the true God only. 6. Lastly, they teach 
this very truth, so often as they explicitly pronounce the Son 
of God to be not only God, but true God also, God by na- 
ture, one God with the Father. In most of the fathers all 
these arguments for the consubstantiality may be found; 
whilst most of them occur in all. But let us now hear them 
speak for themselves. 

' [Irenseus, i. 8. 5. p. 41.] 
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THB DOCTRIKE OF THE AUTHOR OF THE EFISTLE ASOBIBED TO BABHABAS, Or 
HERMAS, OR THE SHEPHERD, ASD OF THE MABTTB IGNATIUS, CONCERHING 
THE TRUE DITIKITT OF THE SOK, SET FORTH. 

ON THB I WILL begin with the apostolic writers. The author of the 
sTANTiA- Epistle which bears the name of Barnabas^ in the passages 
which we have cited before^ in proof of the pre-existence of 
the Son of God, remarkably declares His true Godhead also. 
For therein he calls the Son of God " Lord of the whole earth ;** 
and that antecedently (as they express it) to that dispensa- 
1 oecono- tion ', which Hq vouchsafed to undertake for our salvation ; 
he says also, that the glory of Jesus is so great, that " through 
» peripaum Him and for Him are all things ^ :" that is, by Him, as the effi- 
ipsuraf ' cient cause^ all things are made, and to Him ', as their end, all 
[104] things are referred; which certainly cannot, without blas- 
» in ipaum. phemy, be said of any creature. To this may be added a 
remarkable passage in the sixth section of the same Epistle ; 
where he teaches that the Lord, who foreknew all things, 
for this reason said that He would take away from His peo- 
ple their heart of stone, and would put into them a new 
heart of flesh ; " because ^ He was about to be manifested in 
the flesh, and to dwell in us ; for the habitation of our heart, 
my brethren, is a holy temple to the Lord;" where he is 
speaking expressly of the Lord, who manifested Himself in 
the flesh, or the nature of man, that is, of the Son of God ; 
and declares that He is the Lord, who hath His dwelling 
in the hearts of the saints, as in temples consecrated unto 
God. Now these expressions so clearly set forth the divine 
majesty and omnipresence of the Son, as to require no expla- 
nation from me ; and there are several other passages of the 
like import, which you may read throughout the same Epistle. 
2. Hermas, a writer whose antiquity and authority we have 

^ i. 2. 2. [p. 36. ] &8fA0of fAov, r£ Kvpltp rh KaroucrrHiptoy 

I 5x1 ffitWw i» frafiki ^>aytpowrBtu, iffxAp rris icapilas. — p. 222. [p. 19.] 
KoJt iv hvSv K€iroutw, vadt ykp iyiot, 
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already ^ abundantly established^ delivers most plainly the book n. 
same doctrine. For besides teachings in the ninth Simili- *^}^i^'2V 
tude^ (as was shewn above,) that the Son of God was in hermas. 
being before any creature, and was present "with His Fa- 
ther, and that as His counsellor*, at the creation of all i a6fi$ov 
things, (statements which, with all men of sound mind, 
sufSice to declare the true divinity of the Son; for who 
can suppose that the counsellor of Ood is not Himself God ?) 
in the same Similitude also, a little after, he expressly attri- 
butes to the Son of God the upholding of the whole world, 
and of all the creatures that are in the world, (a truly divine 
work,) and immensity, which in like manner belongs to 
the true God alone. His words are; ''The name of the 
Son of God is great and immeasurable ; and the whole world 
is sustained by Him *.^^ And afterwards ; *' Every creature 
of God is sustained by His Son •" wherein also he most ex- 
plicitly distinguishes the Son of God from every creature 
of God. Hermas also expressly denies that the Son of God 
is put in the place or condition of a servant. There is a proof 
of this in his third book, Simil. v., where upon Hermas^ en- 
quiring "*, " Why is the Son of God, in this similitude, put in 
the place of a servant V* the Shepherd returns answer; " The 
Son of God is not put in the condition of a servant, but in 
great power and rule." Now the expressions, '' to be put in 
the condition of a servant," and " to be a creature,'^ are equi- 
valent; forasmuch as every creature stands in the relation 
of a servant to G«d, the supreme Lord of all. And rightly 
doth the author of a treatise, entitled An Exposition of 
Faith^ {l/c0€<ns irCa-Teco^,) ascribed to Justin, say" ; " For if 
any thing is among the number of things existing, its na- 
ture is either created or uncreated. Now that nature which 
is uncreate is sovereign and free from all necessity; whilst 



^ See book i. 2. 8. [p. 38.] 
^ Nomeii Filii Dei magnum et im- 
mensum est, et totus ab eo sustentatur 
orbis. . . . Omnis Dei creatura per 
Filium ejus sustentatur. — [§ 14. p. 
119.1 

n Quare Filius Dei in similitudine 
hae servili loco ponitur? respondet 
Pastor: In servili cooditione non po- 
nitur Filius Dei, sed in magna potes- 
tate et imperio. — [§ 5, 6. p. 107. J 



° ti Ti ydp 4<mv iv ro7s oZ<rtVt ^ 
ijeria'TOs ^^cis iarly, ^ KTiarii. &XX' ^ 
/i^v iKTUTTOff 8c(nroTtirh koI irc(<rt)s ivdy- 

9€<nroTiK0is iirofi4ifri, koI ^ ii^¥ itar* 
i^owriaty & lb' fiovKrrcut Koi iroioGcra, koI 
8vyaft6vi}* ii 8i r^y Huucoulaif fUvriv, %¥ 
irap* abrrii r^s %t6rr\iros cfXi^Ci Kod 8w- 
vafidyii, Koi woiowra. — p. S74. [§ ♦• p» 
422.] 



88 The asseriwii that Hermas is speaking of a power 

ON THE the other is servile and subject to the laws of a master. 
stanti'a- -^^d *^® former, with full power, doeth, and can do, what- 
LiTY OF ever it will : the latter only can do, and only doeth, that service 
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which it hatir received from the Godhead Itself." Whence 



the holy Apostle himself also, in his Epistle to the Philippians, 
ii. 6, 7, (which single passage^ ifsrightly considered, is enough 
38 to refute all the heresies against the Person of our Lord 
[106] Jesus Christ,) opposes "the form of a servant*' (jiopffnjv BovKov) 
to " the form of God*' {jiop^r^v Qeov) : by the form of a ser- 
vant understanding (not that condition of wretchedness, which 
the Lord endured for our salvation, when He was beaten with 
scourges, spitted upon, and at last nailed to the cross, for of 
that, as a further degree of humiliation, he afterwards in the 
same passage speaks distinctly; but) that very nature of 
man, in likeness of which Christ is said (in the words im- 
mediately following, which are manifestly added by way of 

' Hyrpni" explanation ^) to have been made : for of a truth every man, 

***' of what condition soever he be, nay, every creature, when com- 

pared with God, holds altogether the relation of a servant. 

3. Petavius himself adduced this remarkable passage of 
Hermas, in support of the true Godhead of Christ ; although 
the Jesuit is, in consequence, charged by the author of the 

• sublest® Irenicum Irenicorum with a want of good faith'. It is thus he 
addresses him**; ''But if it had been your wish, not to de- 
ceive, but to inform others, you ought here, Petavius, to have 
added what power, and what dominion that was, of which the 
Shepherd spoke ; not, it is plain, of a power and a dominion 
equal to the Father's, but of a power delivered to Him by 
the Father after His death, and a dominion over His own 
people, whom in like manner the Father had given Him, 

' doctores. and over whom Christ Himself placed teachers'P. And on 
this account he says that Christ both is, and is introduced, 
not as a servant, but as the Lord of His people." But in this 

< anonyme. instance, O nameless one*, the charge recoils on yourself; for 
had you not wished to deceive, rather than to inform others, 
you ought here to have added what is necessarily connected 

Irenic. Iren., p. 20. ligo. Quoniam, in quit, eis quos Filio 
p [The words of Hermas following buo tradidit, Filius ejus nuntios praepo- 
those last quoted are; £i dixi, Quo- suit ad conservandos singulos. — §6.] 
modo, inquam, domine? Non iatel- 



conferred on Christ by the Father, untrue. 89 

with the words which you have alleged^ and thus presented book it. 
to your reader the text of Hermas entire. The matter stands *^§ 2%"' 
thus : in this fifth Similitude the Shepherd had represented Hermas. 
Christ our Saviour under a twofold condition ^ as Son ot^ffx^"- 
God> and as servant of Ood. For this is his own explicit [107] 
interpretation of the parable of the Son and the servant ^ ; 
" The Son/* he says, " is the Holy Spirit ; but the servant 
is the Son of God.'* For as is plain, the Son of God whom he 
calls the Holy Spirit, is one and the same as the Son of God 
whom he had in the similitude represented as a servant. 
By both he certainly means our Saviour, whom he desig-» 
nates both as Son of God, and as a servant ; but in a differ- 
ent view in each case* He calls Christ the Son of God, be*- 
cause of that Holy Spirit, that is, the divine nature^, or the ' t^" ^«^«^ 
Word, (as was observed above',) which was united to the ^ ^^' 
man Christ in one person, by a most intimate and ineffable 
connexion. On the other hand he introduces that same 
Christ as the servant of God, in respect of that body, (as the 
Shepherd soon after speaks,) or that human nature, which 
the Son of Gt)d put on, and in which in very deed He assumed 
the form of a servant. Nor is it unusual with our Shepherd, 
by reason of Christ's twofold nature, to attribute to Him, in 
the same similitude, a twofold condition also. In the ninth, 
for instance, he had represented Christ under the figure alike 
of an ancient rock, inasmuch as He is Son of God, being 
before all creatures with the Father ; and of a new gate, in^ 
asmuch as in these last days He the same [Person] became 
m^n, and appeared [on earth] ; as we have also shewn before. 
Hermas, however, not yet understanding this, and being un- 
able to comprehend in what way He, who is the Son of God, 
is also the servant of God, asks this question of his Shepherd ; 
'' Why is the Son of God in this similitude put in the place 
of a servant'?** In answer to this question, the Shepherd does 
indeed say those words which the author of the Irenicum just 
now quoted, of all power being given to Christ by the Father, 
&c.; but this does not make up the full answer of the Shep- [108] 



*i FiIiuBautem,inquit, Spiritussanc- ** Vid. i. 2. 5. [p. 46k] "^ 

tu8 est : servus vero ille Filius Dei. — * Quare Filius Dei in similitlidine 

[§ 5. p. 107.] hac servili loco pouitur? [§ 5. p. 107.] 
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Mermas to be understood with reference 



' in quo 

habitaret 

Deua. 



ON THE herd ; since, shortly after, other statements are subjoined by 

sTK^r^A. ^^9 which contain a more fall and distinct solution of the 

LiTY OP question put to him, and which are not so much in accord- 

THE SON ^ •* 

'• ance with the wish and the view of this anonymous author. 

The Shepherd, as is plain, again distinguishes between the 
> riiv$9iw Holy Spirit, or the divine nature* in Christ, and the body, or 
^ '"' human nature of Christ ; and states in express terms that the 
condition of a servant, in which the Son of Ood had been 
represented in the similitude, is to be referred solely to the 
flesh, or that human nature. For, after he had said respect- 
ing this Holy Spirit, that " It was first of all infused into the 
body, in which God would dwell' ;^' he adds presently after- 
wards ; " This body, therefore, into which the Holy Spirit 
was brought, served that Spirit, walking in modesty, uprightly 
and purely, nor ever at all defiled that Spirit. Seeing, then, 
that the body had at all times been obedient to the Holy 
Spirit, and had laboured righteously and chastely with It, nor 
had given way at any time, that wearied body lived indeed 
the life of a servant, but being mightily approved together 
with that Holy Spirit was received by God*.'^ In these words 
it is quite clear, that the Shepherd is speaking of the body, 
or the human nature of Christ ; and that it is of that body 
alone that he affirms that it lived the life of a servant ; and 
that after, and by reason of, that life of a servant finished on 
earth, being approved together with the Holy Spirit, or Word, 
in which it subsisted ^ it was received by God, that is to say, 
was raised to the right hand of the Divine Majesty in the 
highest. Hence [it seems, that] the Shepherd had shadowed 
forth the exaltation of the man Christ in the similitude, by 
the figure of the servant whom the Lord of the farm, that 
is, God the Father, by reason of the good service which He 
had performed, willed to make fellow-heir with His own Son. 



' in quo 
sabaisteret 



30 



[109] 



* Qui infuaus est omnium primus in 
corpore, in quo habitaret Deus, .... 
Hoc ergo corpus, in quod inductus est 
Spiritus Sanctus, servivit illi Spiritui, 
recte in modestia ambulans et caste, 
neque omnino maculavit Spiritum il- 
ium. Cum igitur corpus illud paruisset 
omni tempore Spiritui Sancto, recte at- 
que caste laborasset cum eo, uec suc- 
pubttisset in omni tempore, fatigatum 



corpus illud serviliter conversatum est, 
sed fortitercum Spiritn Sancto compro- 
batum, Deo receptum est. — An allusion 
is here evidenily made to the words of 
Paul, iZiKau&Ori iy irvt^fjtari, "justified 
in tlie Spirit ;" and At^cA^^Oi; 4» 8^(|7, 
" received up into glory," 1 Tim. iii. 1 6. 
See a similar passage of Justin, ob- 
served on iii. 2. 2. 



>er 



to the two Natures in Christ. 91 

For by the servant he means the body^ or human nature of book n. 

Christ ; and by the Son, the divine nature in Christ, as we ^^si^ 

have more than once intimated to the reader. The servant, hermasT 

therefore, became fellow-heir with the Son, at the time when 

the body, or human nature of Christ, after His resurrection, 

was set on the right hand of God, and was made associate 

and partaker, as far as it was capable of it, of the same glory 

and honour which the Son of Gt)d (or the Word) possessed 

with His Father even before the foundation of this world. The 

same was the meaning of the author of the so-called Epistle 

of Barnabas, who was undoubtedly contemporary with Her- 

mas, when, in the eleventh chapter, after citing the words 

of Christ by the prophet, " Jacob ^ is to be praised above all* > supe 

the earth,^* he after his manner thus interprets it ^ ; ** By this ^"^ 

He means the vessel of His Spirit,^' (that is, of His divinity,) 

which He was about to glorify.^' Any one who shall have 

carefully perused the fifth Similitude of Hermas, will at once 

perceive that I have here given the true meaning of the 

Shepherd. And from all these proofs it is now most clear, that 

according to the doctrine of the Shepherd, the Son of ^God, 

as Son of God and as God, in no wise hath, nor ever had, even 

in respect of God the Father, the relation of a servant ; and 

that in no other way, than on account of the dispensation of 

His incarnation^, which He voluntarily undertook, was He « incarna- 

at any time the servant of God ; which is the very point we pe^^^"" 

had to prove. But of a truth, in this case, the words with which nem. 

the author of the Irenicum^ twitted Petavius may very fairly 

be turned against himself; ''These and other statements of 

the same kind are made by our author concerning the Son ; 

which are widely different from what thou, hiding thy name, 

representest unto us.'' 

4. I am ashamed and grieved to state what the author of 
the Irenicum and Sandius have adduced, in support of their [110] 
heresy, in opposition to these testimonies of Hermas so clear 
and express for the Catholic doctrine ; but, lest I should seem 
to shrink* from meeting them, I will notwithstanding bring 'tergiver- 



Mn. 



* [Bp. BulPs words are; Jacob lauda- it is not identical with the LXX rer- 

bilia saper omnem terram. Tbeori^nal sion.] 

is ; JKol ^1^ 1^ 71) roD *I«uc^/3 iwcuvQufiiyTi * rovro \4yu rh aKtvos rod Tltn6' 

wapdi ircurcaf rifv yijv, and the passage fiaros aiftov h io^dj^tu — p. 235. [p. 38.] 

probably refers to Zeph.iii. 19; though * Iren. Irenic, p. 21. 



92 Hermas^ assertion, that there is One God, does not 



ON THE them forward. In the first place^ then^ they both^ allege 
sTANTiV- ^ A^ objection the words of the Shepherd in book ii., (which 
tiTY OF is especially entitled the Shepherd,) Hand. 1* ^ ''Believe that 

■ there is one God, who [created and] constituted all things, 

and caused them to be, who is able to comprehend all things, 
and is not comprehended of any/' But what the sophists 
would extract from these words in furtherance of their cause, 
I cannot even divine: unless indeed they imagine that it 
is impossible for any one, who acknowledges a Trinity of 
^StiMvaiw. divine Persons of one substance', to believe that there is 
one Ood. But if this is what they think, they are greatly 
deceived; seeing that at this day all Catholics believe both. 
And the primitive Catholic Church professed the same also ia 
her rule of faith, as TertuUian testifies at the opening of 
his book against Praxeas, where he says*, " We believe in 
one only God indeed, but yet under this dispensation, 
which we call 'economy,' that there is of this one only 
God, the Son also. His Word, who proceeded from Him," 
Sec, And a little after; "One is all, in that^ all are of 
one, by unity, that is, of substance; and nevertheless th& 
mystery of the economy is guarded, which distributes the 
unity into a Trinity, placing in their order three [Persons,] 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost." The author of 
the Irenicum, however, and Sandius plainly appear to have 
entertained the same notions as those " unwise and simple 
men'," whom Tertullian presently after mentions in the 
same place^, who, "forasmuch as the rule of faith itself 
transfers [them] from the many gods of the world, unto one 
only and true God, not understanding that He must be be- 



'dum. 



■ impru- 
dentes et 
Miot». 



y Irenic, p. 19 ; Saud. Enucl. Hist 
Eccl., p. 55, 

■ Crede quoniam unus est Deu8,qui 
omnia constituit et fecit, ut efisent om- 
nia, omnium capax, et qui a nemine 
capitur. — [p. 85. Tbe Greek is ; vp£- 
rov wdtnaiy viffrwwrop 6r\ cTs iarh 6 
^fhst 6 rii wdma xriaas Koi Koraprlffat 
Kol wovfiaas iK rov fi^ 6yros tls to cTvai 
rh irAsna. Bp. Bull follows Irenseus, 
who quotes the words of Hermas, iv. 
20, 2. p. 253.— B.] 

* Nos unicum quidem Deum credi- 
mus, sub hac tamen dispensatione, 
quam oUoyofiiay dicimus, ut unici Dei 
sit ct Fiiius, Sermo ipsius, qui ex ipso 



processerit, [per quem omnia facta sunt 
et sine quo factum est nihil.] .... 
[Quasi non sic quoque] unus sit [est 
Bull,] omnia, dum ex uno omnia, per 
substantis scilicet unitatem : et nihil- 
ominus custodiatur oiKoyofilas sacra- 
men tum, quae unitatem in Trinitatem 
disponit, tres dirigens, Patrem, [et] 
Filium, et Spiritum Sanctum. — [2. p. 
501.] 

^ Quoniam et ipsa regula fidei a plu- 
ribus Diis ssculi ad unicum et verum 
Deum transfert, non intelligentes uni- 
cum quidem, sed cum sua oiKOtfofil(f. 
esse credendum, expavescunt ad oUo- 
yufiiay, Numerum et dispositronein 



exclude a Trinity of Persons, 93 

lieved to be indeed one only, but yet with His own [proper] book h. 
economy^ are startled at that economy. They assume that ^g 4%*"' 
number and mutual relation' in the Trinity is a division of hbrmas. 
the unity: whereas the unity, deriving the Trinity out oi^ oUovofiU^ 
itself, is not destroyed, but rather ministered unto, by it." Yet [HI] 
whatever these modem dogmatisers may think, it is at any * ^"po»- 
rate clear and certain, that our Hermas, who wrote in the 
apostolic age, was not ignorant of that most sacred economy. 
For, we may observe, his Shepherd did himself believe, and 
taught others to believe, that there is one God, in such sense 
as at the same time to confess, that the Father of all things 
hath His Son, who was in being with Him before all crea- 
tures j and who was also present with Him in the framing 
of all things as His counsellor and fellow- worker ; who, even 
as His Father, is infinite, and sustains the universe by His 
almighty word^; who, lastly, in Himself and in His own na- * «the 
ture hath no way the relation of a servant to God the Father ; ^J^ °^ 
as has been shewn from the very words of Hermas himself, power." 
which have been already quoted. 

5. The passages, however, which the author of the Irefdcum 
adduces besides out of Hermas, against the Catholics, are in- 
deed astonishing*'; ''What is to be said to the fact,^' says he, 
' that it evidently appears from his (Hermas^) fifth Similitude, 
that he either acknowledged the Son of God as man only, or 
at least believed Him to be much inferior to the Father, nay 
and to the Holy Spirit. For in the passage which has been 
quoted he introduces the Son not only as the servant of the 
Father, but also as the servant of the Holy Ghost, and obe- 
dient to Him. His words are<^ ; 'And on this account the body 
of Christ, that is, of the Son of God, into which the Holy Spirit 
had been infused, was subservient to this Spirit,^ ^' &c. And 
here I am myself well-nigh stupified at the stupidity of the 
heretic. For first, were we to grant him, that by the Holy 
Spirit, in this passage of Hermas, the third Person of the 
Godhead ought certainly to be understood, what will the un- 
happy man gain thence in support of his impious and desperate [112] 

Trinitatis divisionem prseiuniuiit uni- * Irenic, p. 21. 

tatis: quando uaitas ex semetipsa de- <* £t propterea corpaa Christi, teu 

rivans TriniUtem non destruatur ab Filii Dei, cui infusus erat Spirit us 

ilia, »ed administretur. — [p. 6. j Sanotua, huic Spiritui terrivit, &c. 



94 Of the Human Nature in Christ being subservient 

oHTBB cause? Surely nothing whatever I For can any one be found so 
STANTIA-. blind as not at once to see^ that Hermas is there expressly 

LiTY OF speaking only of the body, or human nature, of Christ? And 
— TT — - what wonder is it, if this, being a creature, be said to be sub- 
servient to the Holy Spirit, who is Ood? But, secondly, I 
have ahready at some length and most clearly proved, that 
Hermas, in this passage, under the designation of the Holy 
Spirit, understood the Word, or divine nature 'in Christ, 
which is most properly called the Son of Ood. This is so 
obvious from the tenour of the whole parable, that it is strange 
that Petavius himself did not perceive it. That very learned 
man was, I suppose, misled by the circumstance that Her- 
mas, soon afterwards in the same passage, says that the Holy 
Spirit dwells in our bodies likewise. But in that place it 
must either be said, that the Shepherd abruptly passed to 
another signification of the Holy Spirit ; or it must be un- 
derstood (as I should rather think) in the sense in which 
every true Christian is said to be a sacred dwelling-place 
and temple of the whole most holy Trinity. [It is] at any 

adheret. rate [true that] the Word, who is joined ^ to the man Christ 
Jesus " by a communion supreme and not to be surpassed,^' 
{Sxpa Koi dvtrrrepfiX^q) Koivmvla,) as Origen somewhere* 
expresses the hypostatic union, as He Is every where by 
His influence and power, so does He fix for Himself a place 
and An habitation, by a peculiar mode of presence, in the 
hearts of the godly ^ Hence Ignatius in his Epistle to the 
Ephesians s, speaking of the Son of Ood, exhorts the saints 
in this manner ; *^ Let us then do all things as having Him 
dwelling in us, that we may be His temples, and that He 
may be within us, [who is] our Ood.^' And, above, Barnabas 
called our heart a habitation {/caroiKfpri^piov), and a temple 
{poov) of the Son of Ood. Thus also Justin Martyr says \ 
that Ood the Father has firmly fixed within our hearts the 

[113] boly and incomprehensible Word, whom He had sent down 
from heaven to men. And indeed even from this it is evi- 
dent that those most ancient doctors of the Church believed 

' [Contra Gelsum, tL 48. p. 670.] *> [cdnhs &v* ohpw&w r^r i^'lfitiw icai 

' See Apocalypse iiL 20, and John rhy K6yoy rhp iytop Ka\ inrtptyArrrov Ay- 

xiv. 23. (Add Ephes. iiL 17. — Opd^ois MBpwrt, Koi iyKOTtrHipt^t rats 

Grabb.) Kophlais aiir&y.] — Epist ad Diognet, 

"'^ 15. p. 15. Vid. infr., p. 114.] p. 493. [§ 7. p. 237.] 



to the Spirit. Testimonies offynatius. 
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the Son of Ood to be true God^ and that in the very highest book n. 
sense *. ^? «%"" 

9 V, o. 

Of Hermas I shall say no more, after I have informed the i; 

reader^ that even Fetavius^ who is m other cases^ at least on i ipaissi- 
this question, a most unfair critic of the fathers, expressly ™'*" 
allows * that this Hermas " was never accused by any/' that 
is by any ancient catholic writer, *' of heresy or fdse doctrine, 
specially " concerning the Trinity :" which is indeed most true » m«im«. 
and worthy of remark. As to what that modern and most 
trifling writer, Sandius, further objects to him, that he taught 
that " the Holy Spirit converses with man, not when He wiUs, 
but when God wills,'' any one will clearly see that it is utterly 
frivolous, who weighs carefully the actual words of Hermas 
on that subject ; (book ii. Mand. 12 K) For he will perceive 
that the words, ^' not when he wills," refer, not to the Holy 
Spirit Himself, but to the man to whom the Holy Spirit 
speaks. 

6. After Hermas we have next to speak of Ignatius. In Ionatios. 
his genuine Epistles, edited by Isaac Vossius^, (and these 
alone, I may once for all inform my reader, I shall employ 
in this work,) he throughout declares the true divinity of the 
Son of God in the clearest terms. His Epistle to the Smyr- 
neans begins with these words™ ; '' I glorify Jesus Christ, the 
God who has given unto you such wisdom." In the salutation 
of the Epistle to the Ephesians^; he styles them predestined 
and chosen, " by the will of the Father and of Jesus Christ, 
our God." And in the Epistle itself he writes"; "There is [114] 
nothing hidden from the Lord*, but even our secret things • riy k^ 
are nigh unto Him. Let us, therefore, do all things as^*^"' 
having Him dwelling within us, that we may be His temples. 



I Pre£ in torn. iL Dogm. Theol, c. 
2. §6. 

^ [§ !• p. 100. Spiritus, qui desur- 
fium est, quietus est et humilis — et 
nemini respondet interrogatus, nee sin- 
gulis respondet: neque cum vuU ho- 
mini loquitur Spiritus Dei, sed tunc 
loquitur cum vutt Deus.] 

^ A.D. 1646. 

™ ^o^dCu 'Iriffow T^itrrhy t6v 6«dy, 
rhy offrwf d/Mi fro^iffuma. — p. 1. [p. 
38.] 



Xpurrov rov 6ffoO itfjuSev, — p. 16. [p. 

n.] 

jKol r& Kpvrrii iifi&p iyy^s atn^ iariy, 
vditTa ohf Toi&fiMVt &s atnod 4v 4lfuif 
HOToiKovtrroSt Iva ifity a^oG yaol, iral 
wbris 9 iy rifuv Bths iiimv twtp kqX 
firriy Kcd ^avi^cToi irp6 wpoct&WQv iiiAoiir, 
4^ &v 9tKvdwi iryatrHtMy i»!tn6w. — ^p. 26. 
L§ 16. p. 15.] 



96 Remarkable passage from Ignaiius^onsidered ; 

ON THE and that He may be within us^ [who is] our God ; which 
btantia'- ii^deed is so, and will be manifested before our face, where- 
LiTYop fore we justly love Him." That Ignatius in this passage 

THE 80N V ¥ ** * *j 

'- is speaking of Christ, there can be no doubt, not merely 

from the word Kvpio9 (Lord), by which he always desig- 
nates Christ, but also from the whole context of his dis- 
course, which treats only of Jesus the Saviour. Again, in 
his Epistle to the Romans p ; " Permit me to be an imita^ 
tor of the suffering of my GkKl/' But there is a most re- 
markable passage in the Epistle to the Ephesians; where 
Ignatius thus speaks of Christ 4; ''There is one Physician, 
)[or<<be- both fleshly and spiritual; made and not made'; having 
not begot- hecome God incarnate,^' ip aapxl y€v6/jL€P09 Oeos, (instead 
^^i\\ ^ of which Athanasius, Theodoret, and Gelasius have iv av- 

(sell.) after ^,. >ii*i 

the flesh; dfrnTTtp Seos^ '' God m man,'' which comes to the same 
whltTol- *lii»g>) " ^^^^ ^^^ ^^ death," iv Oavdrtp ^to^ a\rf0iv^, (for so, 
lows.] not iv aOavdrq), "in the immortal,'^ ought it to be read, as 
Athanasius, Theodoret, and Gelasius agree in reading, and 
as the sense certainly requires,) ''both of Mary and of Grod/' 
[115] Here we rightly translate ysvvnjTos xal &yivvffT09, " made and 
not made," as did Gelasius, since the sense requires it, and 
it is very well known that by the Greeks the words yevrfros 
and yevvTjTos were used promiscuously ; although the Catholic 
writers of the Church for the most part, especially such as 
lived after the third century, distinguished more accurately 
between them, in the question of the divinity of the Son. 
9 Instead Theodoret, indeed, (Dial, i.,) reads yevvrfros ef dy€vvi]Tov\ 
rhsKo^' ("begotten of the unbegotten ;") the reading, however, 
iy4nnrros, which I have followed, is confirmed not merely by the 
Greek MS. of the Medicean library, and by the ancient 
41 Latin version of Ussher, but also by Athanasius, On the 
Synods, and Gelasius', On the two Natures ; and it is also 
absolutely required by the manifest antithesis, which is car- 
ried on throughout the passage, between the two natures of 
Christ and the attributes peculiar to each, "fleshly and 

P 4irirpi^ar4 fiot fi^irir^v tttfou [rov'\ 4if ffopkl yttf6/i€vos ec3r, ^i' BeLydr^ fw^ 

wdOovs rov Btov fiov. — p. 60. [§ 6. p. &Xi}Oii^, Koi ix Mapiai Kui 4k ecoS. — p. 

29] 21. [§ 7. p. 18.] 

4 cfs iarp6s 4criv, ffopKiK^s rt kqI ' TertuUian too read the passage in 

irycv/yuiTiir^5| ^cvn/rdt iroi 4iy4yvrfT0St this way. See chap. 7. § 3. of this book. 



Twofold mecminff ofar/ivTjrof or dryewfyro^, 97 

spiritual/' &c., which is broken off by the reading of Theo- book n. 
doret. I make no doubt that Theodoret herein followed a *^"^6."' 
copy transcribed by some smatterer, who, thinking that ayev- f^Axius? 
vifTov necessarily meant " unbegotten/* that is, one who hath 
the principle of his being from none but himself, (in which 
sense the word is applicable to God the Father alone,) pre* 
Bumed to alter ayivvriro9 into i^ ayewijTov. And for the 
same reason the interpolator of his works has entirely omitted 
this clause of the sentence in Ignatius, yevvrjros koX 0761/1/97- 
ros : just as, in the Epistle to the Trallians, he has pronounced 
accursed all who say that the Son of God is ayivvriTos, (in 
the sense, namely, in which that is the peculiar property of 
God the Father,) on those, that is, who make no distinction 
between the Father and the Son. Hence also, before the 
passage of Ignatius which we are now considering, he in- 
serts some remarks of his own concerning God the Father, 
in which he says that He alone is ayivvrfro^. K Sandius 
had understood this, he would never have wearied himself 
and his reader so uselessly, about the condemnation of the 
word ayevvfjTos by the pseudo-Ignatius, as he does in the first [1 16] 
book of his '' Ecclesiastical History laid open," where he treats 
of Ignatius. The genuine reading of the passage being thus 
established, every one must perceive that these words of Igna- 
tius are a death-blow to the Arian blasphemy ; inasmuch as 
Christ is herein not only acknowledged as God, truly im- 
mortal, in flesh which at one time was mortal, but is also 
expressly declared to be not-made, that is, uncreate. And 
80 the great Athanasius has admirably expressed the mean- 
ing of Ignatius in the following passage, in which he has 
also accurately distinguished the twofold acceptation of the 
word dr>fhrfros or dyivvrjro9, as we find it used by the ancients : 
" We are persuaded,'^ he says*, '' that the blessed Ignatius also 
wrote correctly, when he designated Him [the Son of God] 
as generated because of His flesh, for Christ ' was made flesh ;' 
yet withal ingenerate, inasmuch as He is not of the number 
of things made and generated, but Son from Father. And 

• p. 71. iyiv^ro' kyinnrov 8>, 8ti 11^ t&v wovn- 

* ircirct0'fic9a 9r< irol 6 fuucdpios '17- fidruy Kal ynjfT&v 4ffrty, &AA' vibs iK 
rdrios hfSAs llyparpt, ytmrrhf abrhy \4' llarp6s. oIk iiyyoovfjLtv Zk, tri iral ol 
ywv lih, r^v aapica' 6 yiip Xpiarhs ffiip^ €l/niK6rts tr rh hyivifrov, rhv Uardpa 

BULL. n 
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we are aware also, that such as have asserted that the inge^ 
nerate is One^ meaning the Father, wrote this, not as though 
the Word were generate* or made, but because [the Father] 
has not any who is to Him a cause [of being], and rather 
Himself is Father of Wisdom, and by Wisdom hath made all 
things which are generated^ \'* We shall, however, adduce 
more out of Ignatius afterwards, in the third book% concern* 
ing the Co«^teruity* of the Son. 

7. And now we must have a few words with the author of 
the Iremcum and Sandius. The remarkable passage of Ig« 
natius, which I have quoted, had been also brought forward 
by Fetavius, out of Theodoret and Athanasius, with some 
others in addition out of Theodoret only. But what does 
the author of the Iremcum^ say in reply to them? listen, 
and you will be surprised at his effrontery I " The passages,'^ 
he says, " which Fetavius has quoted from Theodoret, and 
which he supposes to be quite * genuine, may be understood 
of the man Christ only, as born through the Spirit of God/' 
Is ic indeed so? in that case, say I, any words may be made 
to mean any thing. And so the author of the Irefdcum 
himself, not venturing to abide by this answer, devises an- 
other most suited to his desperate cause! His words are; 
*' The passages alleged out of Theodoret are not of force to 
shew that the profession of a twofold nature in Christ was de- 
rived from the tradition of Christ and the Apostles. For 
even allowing this profession to have existed at that time also, 
why may it not have been a tradition from some false Christ 
or false apostle, and not necessarily ^ a tradition of Christ and 
the Apostles ; just like some other strange ^ and even absurd 
notions of Ignatius or of other ancient writers, which even 
Fetavius himself does not admit ?'^ With what knot are you 
to hold this Proteus ? With what argument to bind such an 
opponent ? He affirms that Justin first originated the notion 
of the divine nature of Jesus Christ; we prove against him. 



ipTos rod \6you ofhots fypwffoy, &XV 
drt fiii Hx^^ '''^^ dtrior, irol fuiWoy ainhs 
Hariip ii4v itm r^s co^las, rii 84 y§^ 
rfirk vdirra iv iro^i^ wtwoiriKt. — De Sy- 
nod. Arim. et Seleuc, torn. i. p. 922. 
[▼ol. i. p. 761. § 47.] 



• " [Concerning the wojds yttnfrht 
and ytwriThSf compare Suicer on the 
words itytyiiTos and ytinfrr6s, Haet 
Origen.il 2. 2. § 23. Waterland, Worka, 
vol. iii. pp. 239, 260.— B.] 

* [See book iii. chap. 1.] 

' Ireuic, p. 27. 




doctrine of our Lord^$ DhnnUy, shewn to be unreasonable. 99 

that Ignatius^ who was earlier than Justin^ nay even contem- booe n. 
porary with the Apostles^ held the same opinion. He next ^§6^7'/' 
miserably wrests the words of Ignatius 1 and at last^ distrust- Ignatius. 
ing this his own interpretation, comes to such a pitch of 
madness as not to shrink from asserting that it is by no means [118] 
improbable, that even Ignatius himself was deceived by some 
faise apostle ! I suppose, if at last we were to adduce as a wit- 
ness some Apostle in person ^ we should effect nothing with ^ ipsissi- 
him. Indeed experience has by this time shewn, that persons °^"™' 
of this party toss about [as worthless] the 'very writings of 
the Apostles, (which certainly speaks no less clearly of the 
divinity of Christ than do the remains of the fathers ;) and 
by their glosses, so strangely idien from the evident mean- 
ing of the words, pervert and misinterpret them, at the same 
time that they omit no contrivance or labour whereby to 42 
depreciate their trustworthiness and authority. K these 
heretics would at length openly make profession of their 
unbelief, and publicly aver that the doctrine of the divine 
nature of Jesus Christ, which has been delivered by the 
Apostles and all the Doctors of the Church, is in their opi- 
nion repugnant to sound reason; (in their opinion, I say, 
mere weak men as they are, that crawl upon the ground, and 
are unable to explain perfectly the nature of even the little 
worm, " who is their brother,'' much less to comprehend in 
the narrow limits of their minds the infinite essence of the 
most high and holy God, and of the effluence^ of His mind !) > iarof^olat. 
and [would say] that on that account they call into question 
Ihe whole of the Christian religion, (confirmed though it be 
by miracles so many and so great, and, further, fully approv- 
ing itself to us by its own innate light and authority, in all 
those points which do not go beyond our powers of compre- 
hension, especially in those which relate to virtue and mo- 
rality ;) [were they to do this J they would exhibit, I think, 
not much greater impiety, and certainly far more can- 
dour and ingenuousness ! But, says the author of the Irenu 
cum, Ignatius entertained some notions not only strange *' incom- 
but even palpably absurd, which you yourselves even do not ™°°"' 
admit. Where, I ask, doth he state them ? Produce a pas- 
sage, thou nameless one, out of the genuine Epistles of Ig- 
uatius, and we will at once yield you the victory. Certainly no 

h2 



100 Sandius quotes the spurious and interpolated Epistles^ 

ON THE one of all those adversaries who have been most opposed to 
•tTntia'- Polycarp's Collection" [of those Epistles], neither Blondel, 
LiTT OF nor Salmasius, nor Daille, nor Dailies recent anonymous 
P ' champion^ have yet produced any thing of this kind out of 
, Larro- *^** Collection, but what very learned men, Ussher, Yossius, 
que, see Hammond, and Pearson, have clearly proved to have been 
a oTe, 1. i)iiimgd without cause. Besides, if we were to allow that 
Ignatius in certain more minute points had turned aside 
a little from the doctrine of the Apostles, can it, on that 
account, seem probable to any one that he was thus 
shamefully mistaken in so momentous an article of the 
Christian faith? Is there any one, that would even harbour 
a suspicion, that he, who had conversed so familiarly with 
the true Apostles of Jesus Christ, and whom the tradition 
of all antiquity has declared to have been a martyr for the 
apostolic faith, was deceived by some false apostle in a pri- 
mary doctrine of Christianity? 

■ Credat Judsens Apella, 

Non ego ' 

8. I now come to Sandius, who in book i. of his Hist. 
sprorsua EccL EnucL, in treating on Ignatius", is altogether silent* 
on the testimonies which we have adduced out of the genu- 
ine Epistles of Ignatius in favour of the Catholic doctrine ; 
whilst from the interpolated Epistles of Ignatius, as well 
as from those which have been falsely ascribed to him, he 
brings forward several passages, and endeavours by them 
to establish the blasphemies of Arius. One would suppose 
that he had never seen the editions of Ignatius by Ussher 
and Yossius, nor ever read what these same learned men, and 
Hammond and Pearson, have written concerning the Epistles 
of Ignatius. And yet he mentions Ussher*s edition in this 
same place ; and elsewhere, I mean in his book on the Eccle- 
siastical Writers, where also he treats of Ignatius, he men- 
tions the editions both of Yossius and Ussher; and we cannot 
doubt that he was even at that time acquainted with Ham- 
mond's Dissertations, and still more with Pearson's VindicuB, 
[120] which latter was published in the year 1672, that is, four 

" [i. e. the collection of the Epistles of St. Ignatius, sent by St Polycarp to 
the Philippians, with his own Letter still extant ] 
• p. 70. 
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years previous to the second edition of his Hist. EccL EnucL booe n. 
For the sake of such of my readers as are not familiar with ^f 7^ 'g/' 
ecclesiastical antiquity, I will add a brief and fair statement ioj,atiu8. 
of the whole subject. Besides the Epistles bearing the name 
of Ignatius, which are extant only in Latin, and which at 
this day all critics, whether Roman Catholics or belonging to 
ourselves, unanimously reject, there are twelve Greek Epistles, 
of which seven are mentioned by Eusebius^, but not the 
remaining five. The seven mentioned by him are ; 1. That to 
the Ephesians ; 2. To the Magnesians ; 8. To the Trallians ; 
4. To the Romans; 5. To the FhUadelphians; 6. To the 
Smymeans; 7. To Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna. The other 
five are ; 1 . That to Maria Cassobolita ; 2. To the people of 
Tarsus ; 3. To the people of Antioch ; 4. To Hero, the dea- 
con; 5. To the Philippians. Further, of the seven Epistles 
which were known to Eusebius, the Greek editions are of 
two classes ; one which has been long extant, the other that 
which was first edited by Isaac Yossius from the Medi- 
cean MS. Of the five Epistles on which Eusebius is silent, 
the very learned Pearson thus most truly writes^; "A dis- 
tinction seems to be correctly drawn between those seven 
Epistles which are mentioned by Eusebius, and which the 
rest of the most ancient fathers frequently quote, and five 
others, which were not acknowledged by any Greek writer, 
until after several centuries, and on that account are, with 
good reason, either called in question, or even entirely re- 
jected : and that, not only because it is unlikely, that if they 
had been extant in his time, they could have been un- 
known to Eusebius, or could have been passed over by him, 
if he had known them ; but also from the circumstance that, 
both in style', they appear to be very different from those ^ modus 
enumerated by Eusebius ; and, in subject matter, are more '°^"*"^^* 
in harmony with the doctrine, the institutions, and the cus- ^ ^ 
toms of the later Church, and resemble the Ignatian Epistles 
mentioned by Eusebius only through imitation and that ex- 
cessively afiected.'' As to Sandius' assertion^, '^that the 
style of the five Epistles,^' which were unknown to Eusebius, 
^' so agrees with the former undoubted Epistles, that it is 

* rEuseb. E. H., lib. iii. c 36.] Ignat. c. 4. 

* In Prooemio ad Viud. Epist. S. ^ De Script. Eccles., p. 18. 



102 Sanditu^ arguments for the genvinenees of the spurious 

OK THE absurd to doubt of Ignatius being their author/' it was reck- 
s^tTntia" ^®*®fy made, as his way is. Certainly if by the former nn- 
LiTY OP doubted Epistles he means the seven mentioned by Buse* 
THE BON. j^.^^^ ^ ^j^^y ^^^ published* prior to the edition of Voa- 



43* '^^^' ^* ^* certainly true that there is a very great simi* 
larity of style between them and the other five. And what 
wonder? It was the judgment of Ussher* (and the thing 
speaks for itself) that it was the same forger *' who interpo* 
> incnuu- lated' the genuine Epistles of Ignatius^ and increased them 
by adding as many more'." Let any one, however, compare 
the seven Epistles, when the interpolated passages are taken 

* defieca- out % as edited by Yossius, with the remaining five, and he will 

certainly admit, if he is able to judge of the case, that there 
is a very wide difference between the two, in respect both of 
style and of doctrine. In this one particular alone is there 
an apparent resemblance ; in that the impostor, who patched 
together the five Epistles, employs sundry forms of construe* 
tion, and expressions which are in familiar use in the genuine 
Ignatius/ but these too are so studiously affected by the 
«iinpor- foi^er, and so thrust in out of placed that from this evi« 

* Borex pro- ^®"^*^® alone the imposture may be detected*. In the same 
datur. place Saudius further argues in this way; '' Origen, in his sixth 

Homily on St. Luke, quotes some words from the Epistle to 

the Philippians," (one, that is, of the five which we reject,) 

« auctori- ^^from which its genuineness^ is evident." But here the sophist 

^' writes with his usual shamelessness. The words of Origen 

[122] (in his sixth Homily^ on Luke) concerning Ignatius and his 

7 eleganter. Epi8tle,are as follows ; *' I find it well ^ remarked in a letter of 

a certain martyr, — 1 mean Ignatius, who was bishop of An- 

tioch next after Peter, and who, in a persecution, fought with 

beasts at Rome, — that * the virginity of Mary was unknown 

to the prince of this world.'" Not a wcnrd is here said about 

the Epistle to the Philippians ; whilst in that written to the 

Ephesians, (one of Eusebius' seven,) we now read as follows^; 

ekaOe rov apymna tov aUavo^ roxnov fi irapOevla McLplas, 

*' the virginity of Mary was unknown to the prince of this 

* Proleg. ad Epist Ig^at, c. 5. dice, episcopum Antioclri» post Pe- 

' [Ussher rejected the Epistle to trum secundimiy qui in penecuUoiM 

Polycarp, thus making the number of Roms pugnavit ad bestias, Principem 

the spurious and genuine equal.] saculi hujus laiuit virginitaa Maria, — 

g Eleganter in oujusdam martyris [yoI. iii. p. 938.J 

Epiatola scriptum reperi, Ignatinm ^ [19. p. Id.] 
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world/' Granted^ that this sentence is repeated by the im- book «i. 
postor who aped Ignatius in the spnrious Epistle to the ^"ia g."' 
Fhilippians^ what follows f In order^ however, that the impo»- ionatius. 
tore of the author of this Epistle to the Philippians may be 
more clearly seen, even out of Origen himself, we must ob^ 
serve that the passage of Ignatius, which he cites, is indeed 
found, word for word, in the Epistle to the Ephesians, thus, 
" the virginity of Mary was unknown to the prince of this 
world ;'' whereas in the Epistle to the Philippians it has been 
altered, a ridiculous apostrophe being made to the devil, thus^ ; 
"For many things are hidden from thee; the virginity of Mary, 
the strange birth,'' &c. But for the present leaving Sandius, 
a writer who deserves the detestation of aU lovers of truth and 
fairness, let us return to the right reverend Pearson, who 
further sets forth his own judgment, and that of other very 
learned men, concerning the seven Epistles, known to Euse- 
bius, as they existed in the Greek text prior to the edition 
of Vossius. His words are ; " It has been correctly observed 
by very many persons, that even the seven most ancient and 
most genuine Epistles, in the Greek edition of that period," 
(i. e. before the edition of Vossius,) " were interpolated and 
corrupted ; and this is plain from the passages adduced by 
the ancient fathers, which in that edition either do not appear, 
or are not correctly given, as well as from many other pas- [123] 
sages, which agree neither with antiquity, nor with the senti- 
ments of Ignatius, and are inserted in a way that does not 
harmonize with the general tenour of the Epistles." The 
worthy prelate has also, throughout his very lucid work, proved 
on sure grounds, and to the satisfaction of all learned men, 
who are not biassed by excessive party-spirit, the genuineness 
of the seven Epistles of Ignatius, enumerated by Eusebius, as 
they have been edited by Vossius. Now if, out of these seven 
Epistles, (as they were published after the Medicean MS.,) 
agreeing as they do with the quotations made from them by 
Athanasius, Theodoret, Gelasius, and others of the ancients, 
Sandius can produce one single iota, which is repugnant to 
the Nicene creed, we will no longer refuse to admit, that Ig- 
natius, an apostolic bishop^ and most celebrated martyr, de- 

> toXAA ydp at \aw$4ytir ^ wap9§pla Maptast 6 irapd9o^os toic4tos, ict.K — [8. p. 
115. J 
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ON THE serves to be classed with the foreninners of the impious heresy 
stTntiaI of Arius, This, however, we are perfectly certain that he never^ 
LiTT OF ^iii be able to do. We are not therefore by any means to 
account Ignatius an Arian, but Sandius, rather, an egregious 
calumniator of a most holy father. It must also in the mean* 
time be observed, that even in the spurious and interpolated 
Epistles of Ignatius, (such as Sandius employs,) very many 
tldngs are found diametrically opposed to the Arian heresy; 
and that the passages which have been brought forward by 
Sandius out of these same Epistles, will for the most part 
easily admit of a catholic construction; this it would not 
have been difficult (had we now leisure for it) to demonstrate. 
But enough of Ignatius*^. And thus far have we heard the 
venerable triumvirate of apostolic writers confirming by their 
witness the creed of Nicaea. 



48 

[132] 



CHAPTER III. 

CLEMENT or HOME AND POLYOABP INCIDENTALLT VDTDICATED FBOU THE 
ASPSBSIONS OP THE AUTHOR OP THE ISENICUM, AND OP SANDIUS. 



1. Of the writers of the apostolic age, besides those whose 
views we set forth in the preceding chapter, there remain 
in all two others, Clement^ of Rome and Polycarp. I have 
[133] not mentioned them, hitherto, amongst the witnesses of the 
catholic tradition in the apostolic age, both because very few 
genuine remains of them are extant at this day, and because, 
even in those which exist, they touch sparingly and with less 
clearness on the doctrine of the divinity of the Son, as being 
intent upon other subjects. Since, however, the author of 
the Trenicum and Sandius have laid hold of this very circum- 
stance as a handle for making false charges against them, 
(the one dragging forward these most holy fathers by force 
■ obtorto and against their will', into a sanctioning of the Socinian 
protra!° ° blasphemy, the other of the Arian,) I have thought it best, in 

nente. 

** [For other testimonies to the Ni- ^ Clement succeeded to the Roman 
cene faith from the genuine Epistles of see in the year 64 or 65, and occupied 
St Ignatius, see Orahe's notes on it to the year 81 or 83. Cave in Clem. 



this chapter in the Appendix.] 
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Photiutf staiemeni rejecting Si. Clement of Rome. 105 

passing, to say a few words in opposition to their fallacies, book ti. 
I will first treat of Clement. § i J.3. ' 

2. Both the author of the Irenicum and Sandius (on the clbmTrT 
suggestion of Fetavius >) observe, that Photius long ago sus- ^ PeUvio 
pected him of heresy against the divinity of Christ. Photius, ™°'^^*°'*- 
it would seem, in treating of Clement and his Epistles, after 
mentioning certain other things in his first Epistle as deserv- 
ing of censure, remarks this also*" ; '' That in calling our Lord 

Jesus Christ a high-priest and defender '°, he does not em^ * vpoirrd' 
ploy concerning Him those expressions which are of a higher ^^' 
character and suitable to God ; not however that he any where 
openly utters blasphemy against Him in these respects/' But 
Photius, who is too severe a critic of the ancients, must 
himself bear the disgrace of his own rashness ; and let no 
one blame me for expressing myself freely respecting a com- 
paratively recent patriarch of Constantinople °, who, wantonly 
and without any cause, brings under the suspicion of heresy 
a Roman patriarch appointed by the Apostles themselves. 
Those persons, indeed, have always appeared to me very ab- 
surd, who, upon reading an epistle or short treatise of an [134] 
ancient writer, (and that perhaps the only undoubted relic 
of the author which has been preserved,) and finding there 
some doctrine of the Christian faith either altogether un- 
touched, or not explained with sufficient clearness, (because 
the author, as his subject requires, is intent on some other 
point,) at once suspect him of some heresy or other. It is, 
however, enough for our purpose, that Clement nowhere 
in his Epistle, (on Photius' own admission,) blasphemes our 
Lord Christ. 

3. Leaving Photius, then, I come to the author of the 
Irenicum, who thus argues against the received catholic 
doctrine*, from the first Epistle of Clement?; "It is cer- » traditio- 
tain that Clement, upon examination, will be found to"^'"' 
speak continually in such wise as to leave* and attribute * relinquat. 
to the Father a superiority ^ over Christ, by calling Him * pr»roga- 
on aU occasions Almighty God, the One God, the Crea- chrUto.'* 

" 5rf iipxi9p4a Koi wpoffrdrriy rhy " [Photioa refers to S. Clem, ad Cor. 

K^puiv ii/my 'ln<row Xpiarhr i^oyofid- i § 36, 58; pp. 168, 181.] 

{(wr, oM riis $€owp9wt7s Koi d^Aoripaf ^ Elected patriarch in the year 858. 

iupfJKt ir€p\ ainov fpnyds* ob fi^y ob^ Cave on Photius. — Bowyer. 

itwapaicaX^irr^s aitrhy oitdofAfj iy ro^rrois P Irenicam, pp. 23, 24. 
/BAoo'^ficZ. — Cod. cxzvi. 



106 Testimonies from Si.Clem. R to the Consubstantiality ,- 

ON THE tor of an things, and God, 8cc. Whereas, on the other hand, 
l^?l!!?.!' he describes Christ, (as I have also remarked of Hermaa,) in 
LiTY OP such a manner only as to seem scarcely * to have acknow- 
ledged in Him any nature other than the hnman/' What 



THE SON. 



TIZ. 



, f.^ he here alleges concerning the pre-eminence * of the Father 
being so religiously observed by Clement, does not excite in 
me the very slightest difficulty ; inasmuch as I well know, and 
recollect, that the Apostle Paul also did the same, (though to 
my mind it is beyond all controversy, that he both Relieved 
and taught the true Godhead of the Son,) and that the same 
expressions were employed respecting God the Father by all 
the fathers, even by the Nicene fathers themselves, and by 
those who wrote subsequently to that council. The reason for 
this, indeed, we shall clearly explain below, in the fourth book^ 
On the Subordination of the Son, &c. And now to those words 
of the anonymous writer, in which he says that Clement, as 
also Hermas, '' describes Christ in such a manner only, as that 
he scarcely seems to have acknowledged in Him any nature 
[135] other than the human," I reply, that what he says of Hermas 

> spiendi- is a glaring' falsehood, as I have already most clearly proved. 
^°^' And as regards Clement, the heretic was cautious in adding 
that word " scarcely ;" for it would have been too great effron- 
tery to have said, that nothing could be found in the Epistle 
of Clement, to indicate that there was in Christ any other than 
a human nature. Of this kind, for instance, is the passage 
in which, describing the magnificent gifts {ra fieyaXeta r&v 
8<op€&v), which were of old bestowed by God on the family of 
49 Abraham on account of his faith, the author says^ ; "From 
him [came] our Lord Jesus Christ, according to the flesh f' 
where by the limitation, '' according to the flesh,'* it is plainly 
intimated, that there was in Christ another nature besides the 
human, or that flesh which He derived from Abraham. Be- 
sides, it is very unlikely that Clement should have entertained 
notions of Christ so mean and low, as to regard Him as a 

*jfikhpA0' mere man*, when he dignifies Him with titles so exalted. 
For he styles Christ', "The efiulgence of the Majesty of 
Grod {airavycuTfui t^^ fierfaT^xoawqs rov Oeov) '/' and soon 
after teaches us, that the superiority of Christ over all 

« ^1 abrov 6 K^pios *lriaov$ rh irarA trdpKO,—^. 72. [§ 32. p. 166.] 
' p. 82. [§ 36. p. 168.] 



9fWito, 



parallel to those in the Epistle to the Hebrews, 107 

the angels consists in this, that they are ministers (\€CTovp- book n. 
7oi), that is, servants of God, the Lord of all creatures; ^5^*4"' 
irhilst He is not a servant, but the Son of Qt)d. Here, clbm. r. 
bowever, Clement agreed in expression with the author of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, and indeed the learned Junius 
discovered in many passages such a resemblance, both of 
thought and expression, between that Epistle and this of 
Clement, that (following Jerome and other ancient writers) 
he imagined that the same person was thq author of both. 
Now he must be blinder than a mole, who does not perceive 
that by the words airaxf^acryji t^v ZqI^^ tov IIarpo9, " the 
effulgence of the Father's glory" Heb. i. 8, is meant that 
divine nature and majesty of the Son, in which^ before the 
world was*, He existed with God the Father, in which He [136] 
Himself made the worlds*, and in which also, by His own ^antess- 
almighty power. He even now upholds and governs the fa- 3 ,^^^^1^ 
brie of the universe. ipsa condi- 

4. Elsewhere*, in the same Epistle, Clement had also 
called our Saviour, "The sceptre of the Majesty of Gt)d;" 
{r6 trfcr/Trrpov rt)? fieydkoaavvrjs rov Seov,) Now if this 
passage be brought forward entire, and the scope and con- 
text of the author be considered, it will sufficiently shew 
what the view of this apostolic writer was concerning 
Christ. In it he is exhorting the Corinthians to humility 
or lowliness' of mind, from the amazing example of Christ, * modei- 
in these words*; "The sceptre of the Majesty of God", "^ 
our Lord Jesus Christ, came not in the pomp of pride 
and arrogancy, though He might have so come, but with 
lowliness of mind^.'^ I consider it certain, that Clement in * raweu^o- 
these words meant to express the divine nature and majesty ^^'^''' 
of the Saviour, in which He subsisted before His birth of 
the most blessed Virgin. Nor is there room for doubt on 
this point, when it is observed, that Clement calls Christ 
" the sceptre of the Majesty of God,*' in that state in which 
He existed before His coming into the world. For if Christ 
were not the sceptre of Gt>d^s Majesty prior to His advent 

' p. 36. [§ 16. p. 156.] Twurwppop&tr ir.T.A.— [Ibid.] 

' rh iFKrfirTpov t^j fuya\wAvris rov « i. e. thepower of God, (1 Cor. i.24,) 

B€ov, 6 Kipios iifi&v Xputrhf *Ii)(rovr, by a metonymy of the tign for the 

oitK ^KBtp ip K^fiirtiif iikafbvtiast ov9^ thing Bonified. 



108 Passage in St. Clem. R. parallel to SLPauPs, Phil u. 6. 

ON THB among men. of what natnre. I ask. will be tliat condeseen- 
sTANTiA- sion^ of His, which Clement so greatly celebrates; in that^ 
LiTY OP during the period of His advent. He did not demean Him- 

THB BON. or » 

J 7- self as the sceptre of the Majesty of God ? Besides, Clement 

/SocTis. in this passage proposes Christ as an example of infinite 
[^^^] condescension, which, in our own small measure, we may 
and ought to imitate indeed, (just as we should the perfect 
holiness of God, Matt. v. 48 ; 1 Pet. i. 15, 16,) though we shaU 
never be able to equal it. For thus, after quoting the words 
of Isaiah and David, predicting the humiliation of Christ, 
the holy man goes on to say^; '^ Ye see, beloved, what that 
pattern is which has been vouchsafed to us. For if the Lord 
was so lowly in mind, what shall we do, who have come 
beneath the yoke of His grace?'' Where, however, is that 
infinite disparity, if you conceive Christ to be merely and 
>purum simply man'? This passage of Clement is clearly parallel to 
milTem.^'"' that of St. Paul to the Philippians, ii. 6, &c. : for whereas there 
it is, " being in the form of God," here it is, " the sceptre of 
God's Majesty ;" and whereas there it is, '^ He thought it 
not robbery to be equal with God," here it is, " He came not 
in the pomp of pride and arrogance, though He might have 
> commen- SO come." And even as Paul commends' the infinite con- 
descension of Christ from this circumstance, that, being in 
* suam the form of Gx)d, He made no display of His equality^ in 
^y^iJ^. honour with God, (for this is what is signified by the words 
»o*xV "H^ thought it not robbery* to be equal with God,") so 
SyXflr^To Clement teaches, that Christ, though in very deed the sceptre 
of the Majesty of God, still concealed His greatness when 
He came [to sojourn] among men ; Le. a stress should be laid 
upon the words, '^ although He might have so come:" {Kalvep 
Svpdfievos.) Lastly, Paul's expression, " He made Himself 
of no reputation," {iicivaxrev iairrop,) is evidently tantamount 
to that of Clement, " He was lowly in mind," (irairewoii^po' 
vrfce.) If the reader wants an interpreter to open more clearly 
the meaning both of Paul and Clement, let him by aU means 
[138] consult the noble passage of Justin, which we shall adduce be- 
low, out of his Epistle to Diognetus, chap. iv. § 7 of this book» 

^ ipartt iviipts iycarrfTol, ris 6 ^o- fiw ilfitis, ol 6xh rhr ^vyhy r^s x^f^^^f 
ypafifjihs 6 8c8o/i^vos ^/itv. tl yhp 6 Kiv- ahrov [8t* avrmi^ i\$6yT€$. — p. 40. [| 
oios ofhws Irmrtivo^pivriaWi rl iroi^o-o- 16. p. 167«J 



Of the second Epistle of St. Clement of Rome. 109 
5. But there is extant another Epistle under the name of booe ii. 

CHAP Ilf 

Clement in a mutilated condition, which^ Eusebius says'^ " was § 4^' 5. ' 
not known equally with the former one." Without doubt^ Clbm. r. 
the first Epistle of Clement, whether you look to the abund- 
ance of ^ matters treated of in it, or to its vigorous style, is far ^ copiam. 
superior to the second ; and accordingly, as it deserved, was 50 
held in greater esteem, and was more frequently quoted by 
the doctors of the Church. From this circumstance it was 
that Jerome and Ruffinus, in this instance not very happy 
interpreters of Eusebius, have stated, that the second Epistle 
was absolutely rejected and disallowed by the ancients as 
altogether spurious. But it has been truly said by au excel- 
lent man, " Reliance ought to be placed on the author, not on 
the interpreters.'^ But that this Epistle was called in ques- 
tion by some persons, even in ancient times, seems to me to 
have arisen from the fact that the first alone, for the reasons 
I have mentioned, was judged worthy of being read in the 
public assemblies of the Church ; whilst the other, not being 
thus honoured, was by degrees neglected, as if it were not 
really the writing of Clement. On this account also other 
Epistles of his (for it is, in my opinion, beyond doubt, that 
the holy man wrote others also) have been utterly lost'. > iDtercide- 
At any rate the second Epistle, as it is called, was circulated ^^^ 
in Clement's name before the time of Eusebius; it was ad- 
dressed to the Corinthians ; like the first, it was engaged in 
refuting their error concerning the resurrection of the body ; 
expressions and phrases familiarly used by Clement occur 
throughout it ; and in short there is in it nothing strange or 
unworthy of Clement, so as to warrant us in suspecting it 
to be the forgery of an impostor. An additional argument 
in its favour may be found in the fact, that both the Epistles [139] 
of Clement are equally received in the Apostolic Canons, 
(in the last canon,) and are acknowledged by Epiphanius and 
others. Now, in the very beginning of this second Epistle 
we ready; "Brethren, we ought so to think of Jesus Christ 
as of God.'* And afterwards; "It behoves us not to en- 

X o(f^ 6fio(»s Tp trporripff yv^tfws. — Kp&i^'] .... iral oh Set iifuis fiiKpik ^pih- 

Eccl. Hist iii. 38. yttv wtpi rrjs a-oorriplas injAv iv ry yho 

' 3i8fA0o}, ofirws Set ^fms [I. hiiai] ppoytiv iifMS tiiKph. v§p\ ahrov, fMcpa 

ppovt7v irtpl 'Iiyo-ov Xpurrovj '&s wtpi K(d i\iri{ofiw Xo^civ. — [§ 1. p. 185.] 
B€ov, [&s wtpl leptrov fAvr^v Ktd rt- 



1 10 Passage out qf 8t. Clement preserved by St Basil. 

ON THE tertain low views of our salvatioii^ ; for whikt we thiuk little 
■^TANTu- ^f Him, little have we to hope to receive [of Him]/' No 
LiTY OP doubt the allusion here is to the heresy of Cerinthus, which 
was not unknown either to Clement or the Corinthians* It 



aurrip or. .^^ j^Q^gygy^ especially to be observed, that Clement herein. 
instructs us, that we ought not only to call Christ God, (which 
neither the Arians nor the Socinians refuse to do,) but to 
think of Him in very truth as God ; that is to say, we must 
conceive that idea of Christ in our minds, as of Him who is 
God, not a mere creature ; and that they who think other- 
wise of Christ endanger their salvation. There is a remark- 
able passage concerning the twofold nature of Christ, in the 
ninth chapter' of the same Epistle, (according to the division 
of the last Oxford edition, and, as I hear, of Cotelerius' also,) 
in which the author, in treating of the resurrection of the 
body, writes thus; ''Jesus Christ the Lord, who saved us, 
being at first spirit, became flesh, and thus* called us. In 
like manner we also shall receive our reward in this flesh/' 
He here calls the divine nature of Christ, in which He sub- 
sisted before His assuming flesh, spirit {wvevfm) ; as do also 
[140] his contemporaries, the author of the Epistle ascribed to Bar- 
nabas, Hermas, Ignatius, and the divinely inspired writers of 
the New Testament, as I have already shewn ^. Besides these 
'mantissie passages it may be mentioned, (by way of addition^,) that 
^^ Basil (in his work. On the Holy Spirit, c. 29) brings for- 
ward a remarkable testimony of Clement of Borne, on the 
doctrine of the most Holy Trinity. The passage of Basil 
stands thus^; "But Clement also, in more primitive style, 
says, ' God liveth, and the Lord Jesus Christ, and the Holy 
Ghost '/ ^' where there is no doubt that Clement said " God 
liveth^' in the same sense in which in Scripture God is called 
''the living God;'' that is, in contrast with the idols, and 
dead and feigned gods of the heathen. He declares, there- 
fore, that God the Father, and Jesus Christ, (that is to say, 
in so far forth as He is spirit, subsisting even before His 
a adeoque. assumption of our flcsh, nay ' from everlasting,) and the 

* l&s] {6'lfiffovs) Xpurrhs 6 K^pios, ^ itWh K<d b Ka4/ai}s hpxaSKi^Mpov 

6 ff^ffas Vfias, itv fi}p rh wp&rop Hycv/io, Zy, 4nitr\y, 6 Bcbs, jvol 6 Kvpios *l'n<rovs 

iy4vero <rAp|, iral oSrwf ijfMS indXtcwir Xpurrhst «cal rh Uyfvfia rh Sytop, — torn. 

oBrwf «ral hfius iv radrn rp aapki 4»o- ii. p. 358. edit Paris. 1637. [vol. iii. p. 

\'rplf6fA€9a rip futr$6y.^[p. 188.] 61. § 72.] 

> [Book i. chap. 2. § 6.] 
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Sandius quotes the Jpost. ConsiituHons as St Clemetd's. Ill 

Holy Ghost, are that living and true God, whom alone, re- 
nouncing idols, we ought to worship and adore. Now I am 
well aware that these words of Clement are nowhere to be 
found either in the first ^ Epistle to the Corinthians, or in 
that fragment of the second which is extant : whether they 
occurred in that part of it which is lost, I know not. But 
the credit due to the great and excellent Basil plainly re- 
quires us to believe that Clement, that very early father, 
somewhere wrote to that effect ^ i ulia 

6, I now come to Sandius, who brings the charge of Arian- ■*"?•"•*• 
ism against the holy Clement of Bome^, out of the books of 
the Constitutions. One would think that the man, after hav- [141] 
ing made shipwreck of faith and a good conscience, had lost 
all shame too. For all the reformed divines agree in say- 
ing, that those Constitutions are not the work of Clement, nor 
is it denied at this day by the more learned among the Bo- 
man Catholics, indeed the facts of the case speak for them- 
selves^ And who can endure a man, who, whilst boasting 
that he has brought out the very kernel^ of ecclesiastical ' nucleus, 
history, obtrudes such wares upon his reader ? Meanwhile 
most, if not aU^, the passages, which he has adduced out of • pieraqae 
the Constitutions, as making in favour of the Arians, can <>™"i«* 
without difficulty be accounted for \ on the ground that they « excusarL 
are said by the author in reference to that pre-eminence^ of < i^oxhy. 
the Father, which He has as the fountain of Deity, and that he 
wished to distinguish the Son from the Father, in opposition 
to that heresy which Sabellius embraced; as will at once be 
plain on examining the passages themselves. There is, indeed, 
one statement objected against the author of the Constitutions 
by Sandius, which admits of no defence ; it is to this effect, 
that " the Son of God was created out of ^ (or from) nothing, • ex (vei 
and once did not exist.*' But I do not remember ever hav- ^^^ °*^®* 
ing read this in the books of the Constitutions ; nor do I think 



* [See, however, the passages cited 
hy Grabe from £p. L 46, iu lus anno- 
tations ad locum. — B.] 

* Enucl Hist. EccL i. p. 67. 

e The eight books of the Constitu* 
tions, which were written at about the 
same period as the Canons, (i. e. to- 
wards the close of the second century,) 
appear to have been originally com* 
]»Ued out of the variouf instructiona 



(8i5aoriroA(ai)and rules (SxarcC^cis) which 
apostolic men of that time used to issue. 
It is most clearly certain that these 
Constitutions, which had been seriously 
corrupted by heretics in the time of 
Epiphanius, are very diiferent from 
those which previously existed; as 
might easily have happened in conse- 
quence of additions, mutilations, and in- 
terpolations. Cave in Clem.— Bowtbk. 



112 Passagei in the AposL Const, opposed to ArianUm. 

ON THE that any such thing is any where to be found therein. At any 

stantia'. ^^t® ^^6 author expressly teaches the contrary in the forty- 

LiTY OF fiygt chapter of book vii., which very chapter is enumerated 

THE SON. *^ f J r 

by Sandius amongst those^ in which [he says] Clement Arian- 

izes. For setting forth there the profession of faith which 
had to be made by the candidate for baptism^ he thus explains 
the belief concerning Gt)d the Father '; ''I believe, and am 
[142] baptized, into One Unbegotten, Only True God Almighty, the 
1 condito> Father of Christ, the Creator and Maker ' of all things/^ You 
ficcm!°^*' see here that God is distinctly said to be the Father of Christ, 
not His Creator or Maker, whilst of all the creatures He is 
distinctly called the Creator and the Maker. Then, after- 
wards, the author thus paraphrases the article on the only-be- 
gotten Son of God ^ ; " And in the Lord Jesus Christ, His only- 
begotten Son, .... begotten, not created, by whom all things 
»iro^ were made.'' Words, which by no clever charm ^, (except 
WA««fy. jj^^j^ ^ would deserve to be laughed at, rather than re- 
futed;) can be made to agree with the Arian doctrine. Again, 
in book vi. chap. 11, he teaches that the faith of the Apo- 
stles was that by which we believe •*, that " there is one God, 
the Father of one Son, not more ; of one Paraclete through 
s unum Christ ; the Maker of all other orders ; one Creator ' ; Maker, 
Mchitec- through Christ, of the various creatures." In this place, 
turn. also, he clearly excepts the Holy Spirit from the class of 

things created by God. To these passages may be added 
the frequent occurrence, whenever this author recites the 
liturgy of the ancient Church, of this form of doxology>; 
* Ai«^ o5. " With whom * (that is, the Son) to Thee (God the Father) 
'8o^oAo- be glory, honour, praise, glorification ^ and thanksgiving; 
"^^ and to the Holy Ghost, for ever and ever. Amen.'' It is so 

in book viii. chap. 38 ; whilst in the fifteenth chapter of the 
same book, near the end, the same doxology is expressed in 
these words J; " To Thee (the Father) be glory, praise, majesty, 

' irioTciSw fccU fiam-ifoficu ciy ^ya icX^tou 8t& Xptirrov' rSov JtAAwf raey- 

kyivirifTOv fi6yoy iL\ri$iyhv BfhyiravTO' fidrwyirotri'Hiy' liya9rifuovpy6y' iuupSpov 

Kpdropa, rhy irardpa rod XptcrroD, lert' KritrHoi 8i& Xpurrov iroii^rfiy, — [Ibid. 

ar^y Kcd Urifuoifpyhy r&y ardun-uy. — vi. 11. p. 888.] 

[Apost. Const vii. 42. p. 447.] * M«^ ot <roi 8<J|o, rifi^it atyos, 8o^o- 

9 Kol 9ls rhy K6pioy 'Itiapvy rhy Xpi- XoylOf thxctptariot koI 'rf iyltf Tlyt^ 

ar6y, r6v fxoyoyfyrj abrov vldv, . . . fiari cit rohs cudvar, kfifiy, — [Ibid. viii. 

ytyyrfityreif ob KTiadiyra, 8i* oZ rk wdy' 88. p. 503.] 

TO iyiytro, [K.r.K — Ibid.] 1 trol 8<J|a, alyost ntyaXowpireui, ai' 

^ [iraroT^AXoMcy] tya Btiy, Ms fias, irpotrKbyiiais' koI t^ ir# voiW *lij- 

vlov naripa, ob w\9t6y»y M$ iropa- crov r^ Hpicr^ vov, rf Ktfpl^ ^U^^fp f^ 



The Father glorified with and through tlie Son, 113 

worship, and adoration ; also to Thy child Jesus^ Thy Christy book h. 
our Lord, and Ood, and King; and to the Holy Ohost, ^'q 
both now, and ever, and world without end. Amen/' See Clem. r. 
also, chapp. 16, 18, 20—22, 29, 39, 41, of the same book. [143] 
JN^ow in this ascription of glory, the same honour, the same 
glory and majesty, is evidently given to the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghost, conjointly. But on this point there 
is an excellent remark of the Pneumatomachi in Basil ^; 
^' We maintain that connumeration^ (to be reckoned together) > avyapie- 
is suitable to such as are equal in honour ; but subnumer- ^^"'' 
ation ' (to be reckoned after) to such as differ so as to be > twapie- 
inferior*." Hence the Arians never willingly used this form ^^^^^' 
of doxology, but changed the fieO' oi (with Whom), intoxc</>ovTa- 
8i o5, or h fiS (through Whom, or, in Whom), with the design, ^J^^' 
of course, of intimating, that in nature the Son is inferior to, 
and therefore alien from the Father^. On the other hand^ * adeoque 
several, even of the Catholics, prior to the Council of Nice, (as , ^u'^^-* 
also the author of the Constitutions in other places,) em- 
ployed the phrase St' oi (through Whom), and others again 
combined the two Be' oi and fi€0' oi; understanding, that is, 
that it is through the Son that the glory of the Father is 
manifested, and that all the glory of the Son redounds to the 
Father, as the fountain of deity : and that the Son, never- 
theless, ought to be adored together with the Father, as a 
partaker of the same divine nature and majesty. To speak 
more plainly, the ancient Catholics, when they glorified the 
Father through the Son, meant to express the subordination 
of the Son, in that He is the Son, and the pre-eminence^ of epatris 
the Father in that He is the Father ; and on the other hand, ^^""xi^- 
by worshipping the Son with the Father, they meant to express 
His consubstantiality, and His subsistence^ with the Father ' subsis- 
in the same divine essence and nature. That the Arians ^°^™' 
however altogether disliked the expression fi€0^ oS, and ac- '- -^ 
cordingly, whenever they were in power, changed that re- 
ceived formula of doxology in the public Liturgies into Si* 
oiy is testified by ecclesiastical history^ Nay, Philostorgius 

Bf^, fcal iBcuriAc? iral rf &7fy wvt^ rh x^^ifw irafnfkKoyfi4rois r^y iwapiB- 

liar if rvp, iral &c2, ical tls rols al&pos rwp /iijo-iv.— >Lib. de Spirit., c.l7. [§ 42. p. 

aUtmvt i'fi'hv, 36.] 

^ ^lius rots fikr Sftorifuts ^ofiiv * See Socrates ii. 21. and Sozomeu 

r^v <rweipl0fi'n<ri¥ irp4wtur toTs 9^ irphs iii. 8 ; and Valesius' notes on both. 

BULL. T 
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Antiquity of these Doxolo^ies. 
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ON THE himself^ the Arian historian, iii. 13, states that Flavian of 
btantia". Antioch, an upholder of the Nicene Creed, having collected 
h"\?^. a multitude of monks™, " first raised the acclamation. Glory 
- to the Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy Ohost ; for 
that of those before him some, indeed, said. Glory to the 
Father, through the Son, in the Holy Ghost ; (and that this 
was the form of acclamation most in use ;) but that others 
said. Glory to the Father, in the Son, and in the Holy Ghost/' 
This assertion, however, is altogether false, that Flavian was 
the first to introduce into use in the Church the form of dox- 
ology, ' Glory be to the Father, and to the . Son,' (or, with 
the Son,) ' and to the Holy Ghost,' the expressions, ' through 
the Son,' or ' in the Son,' having alone been in use before him. 
For in the ancient formulae of prayers which obtained in the 
Church prior to [the time of] Flavian, and even of the 
Nicene Council, the same doxology was in use, as is evident 
from the Constitutions. We shall afterwards ° shew, that 
the same doxology is found in the writings of certain of the 
ante-Nicene Fathers, and in particular of Clement of Alex- 
andria (who moreover paraphrases that formula in such a 
way as no Arian could digest i). Lastly, the fact that the 
words fi€0' oi (with Whom), were approved and employed 
by writers even of the apostolic age, will appear presently, 
when we come to treat of Polycarp. In the meantime, 
you may learn from this, how unpalatable the words /ted' 
oi, (with Whom,) and the form, " Glory be to the Father, 
and to the Son," &c. were to the Arians. I return to San- 
dius, who attempts to prove, out of the books of the Recog- 
nitions also, that Clement was an Arian. But that these 
Recognitions are the work of Clement, no one who is in 
his right mind will seriously affirm ; they have accordingly 
been disallowed and rejected^, as spurious and certainly forged 



' conco 
qtiere. 



[145] 



* wpmrop Aro/So^cu, A6^a warpH, ircU 
vlf, Ktd ieyi^ wytifxaru tuv yiip irp6 
aiirou, rolts fJi^p, A6^a irarp] Zi vlov 4y 
ieyt^ ww€6fuirt \4ytttr Kcd rcannv /ia\« 
Kov r^p iKip^nfiviv iiriiro\dftiy' rohs Hi, 
A6^a warpl iv vif Kcd ayl^ irvtifjMm. — 
[Philost. £. H., iii. 13. p. 495.] 

■ Cap. 6. § 4. 

* The books (of the Recognitions) are 
spuxious (pteudepigraphi) and apocry- 



phal, composed in the second century 
by a learned and eloquent man, who 
was however more of a philosopher and 
philologist than a theologian, and by no 
means skilled in the invention and 
arrangement of fictitious narratives. 
Cotelerius, Judicium de libris Re- 
cogn. [Patr. Apost, torn. i. 490.] — 

BOWYEK. 
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by most^ if not all', the learned, both of our own and book n. 
the papal communion. And thus far concerning Clement of ^^ f*/*;!"* 

^^^^' 1 plerisque 

7. I now proceed to PolycarpP, Of him Sandius^ only o"»°»*>"«- 
observes in a summary way, that "In his Epistle to the 
Philippians, he frequently distinguishes Christ from God/' 
The author of the Irenicum, however^ urges this at greater 
length, and wrests him to the support even of the Socinian 
heresy. He writes to this effect ' ; " Nothing of his (Poly- 
carp^s) writings has been left to us, except his Epistle to 
the Philippians, and a few fragments preserved by Eusebius. 
But the Epistle to the Philippians contains nothing whatever 
to prove the divinity of Christ ; nay, Christ is not only always 
distinguished from the Almighty, or supreme, God, (who is 
also called the God of our Lord Jesus Christ,) but is con- 
tinually introduced, (as in the previously-mentioned^ Epistle > superiori. 
of Clement of Rome,) merely as a man, and as one who has [146] 
come in the flesh, having been constituted, that is, the ser- 
vant' of aU, and at length raised up [from the dead] and ex- * miniBter. 
alted by God, and Who [now] is our Lord and High-Priest for 
ever, in Whom therefore, all men ought to believe, &c/' 
Let us, then, first consider about the Epistle of Polycarp; 
and to begin; What though we granted to our anonymous [ob- 
jector], that that Epistle "contains nothing to prove the 
divinity of Christ V' it certainly would not therefore by any 
means follow, that Polycarp did not acknowledge the divinity 
of Christ. For is it necessary that one who believes that 
Christ is God, should profess that belief of his as often as he 
writes any letter? Ridiculous ! How many lengthy epistles 
may you read of ecclesiastical writers, who from their hearts 
believed the divinity of the Son, in which notwithstanding 
you wiU not find even the least word^ to prove the divinity of ^ neyph 
Christ. Take, for example, the epistle of Cyprian to Anto- ^^ *"^ 
nianus, the fifty-second in Pamelius' edition ; it is a pretty 
long one, yet Cyprian doth not make any express statement 
in it respecting Christ as God; nay, he throughout '^ dis- 
tinguishes Christ from God.^' Suppose now, that this alone 

' Polycarpi a disciple of the apostle Polycarp. — Bowyer. 
John, was appointed bishop of Smyrna 4 EducI. Uist Eccles., i. p. 75. 
by him, about the year 94. Cave ia ' [p. 2S.] 

I 2 
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Off TUB had been extant of all Cyprian's letters: might not the 
•TANTiV- ^P^'^* ^f *^** most blessed martyr with justice complain 

LITY OP 
THE SON. 
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of very grave injury done to him, by the man who should 
thence conclude that Cyprian did not acknowledge the 
divinity of Christ? Most certainly he might. For from 
many other writings of the same Cyprian still extant, we 
gather assuredly that he most thoroughly held the divinity 
of Christ. So likewise of Polycarp ; Irenseus testifies (in an 
epistle to Florinus, in Eusebius' Eccles. History, v. 20^) that 
beside his Epistle to the Philippians, he wrote others, both 
to the neighbouring Churches, and also to certain of the 
brethren, from which the purity of his doctrine might be 
gathered. What if in these he declared more explicitly 
his faith in the divinity of Christ ? Indeed Jerome actually 
enumerates Polycarp amongst the ancient and apostolic wri- 
ters, who by their works refuted the heresy against the 
divinity of Christ, which Ebion was the first to maintain 
of the Jewish, and Theodotus of Byzantium of the Gentile 
Christians. His words, against Helvidius, are as follows'; 
'* Can I not bring forward against you the entire series of 
ancient authors, Ignatius, Polycarp, Irenseus, Justin Martyr, 
with many other apostolic and eloquent men, who wrote 
volumes full of wisdom against Ebion and Theodotus of 
Byzantium (and Valentinus'), who held these same opinions ? 
If you had ever read these, you would be a wiser man/' 
And it is extremely probable, that out of the other epistles 
of Polycarp, now lost, were taken those five fragments by no 
means to be despised, which Feuardentius first published (at 
the end of his notes on Irenseus, 1. iii. c. 81.) from a MS. 
in very ancient characters ; as they are quoted in it by Vic- 
tor, bishop of Capua, eleven hundred years ago. Now in 
the third of these fragments the following words of Polycarp 



■ Numquid non possum tibi totam 
yeterum scriptorum seriem commovere, 
Ignatium, Polycarpum, Irensum,Jas- 
tinum Martyrem, multosque alios apo- 
Btolicos et eloquentes viros, qui adver- 
tus Ebionem et Theodotum Byzanti- 
num (et Valentinum) biec eadem senti- 
entet plena sapientiee yolumina con- 
scripserunt 7 qusB si legisses aliquando, 
plus saperes. — Chap. ix. [§ 17. yol. ii. 



p. 225.] 

' Marianus Victor observes that this 
[Le. the reference to Valentinus] is 
wanting in most copies; indeed the 
thing speaks for itself, that the name 
of Valentinus was inserted into the text 
by some sciolist; for it is plain, that 
the heresy of Ebion and Theodotus wss 
widely different from the views of Va- 
lentinus concerning Christ. 
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occur °; '' John who was settled at Ephesus^ where, being booeii. 
Gentiles^ they' were ignorant of the law, began his Gospel ^ ^^'^ g, * 
with the cause of our redemption ; which cause is apparent p^lycarp. 
from this, that God willed His own Son to become incar- ' qui. 
nate for our saltation. Luke, on the other hand, commences 
with the priesthood of Zacharias, that by the miracle of his 
son's nativity, and by the office of so great a preacher, he [148] 
might manifest to the Gentiles the divinity of Christ.'^ In 
this passage the very holy man most distinctly avows and ac- 
knowledges a Son of God, who was such before He was made 
man, and who afterwards became incarnate, in other words, 
was made man, for the salvation of mankind, at the time 
and in the manner that God the Father willed ; and further 
he expressly teaches, that John meant to describe a Son of 
God of this kind, in the beginning of his Gospel. He affirms, 
moreover, that Luke's purpose also at the commencement of 
his Gospel was, to proclaim to the Gentiles, by the wonder- 
ful birth of the forerunner of Christ, and by his preaching, 
the divinity of Christ Himself. 

8. But, secondly, there are some things even in Polycarp's 
Epistle to the Fhilippians which imply (and that not ob- 
scurely) the divinity of Christ. Of this kind is that very 
passage referred to by the author of the Irenicum, the words 
of which in the Latin version (for the Greek of that part is not 
extant) are as follows* ; " The God and Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, and the everlasting High-Priest Himself, the 
Son of God, Jesus Christ, build you up in faith and truth, 
and in all meekness and freedom from wrath, in patience also, 
and long-suffering, and endurance, and chastity, and grant 
unto you a lot and portion amongst His saints,'' &c. In 
these words Polycarp invokes Christ, the Son of God, along 
with God the Father, as the Giver of grace in this life, and 
of glory in a future life. Now that an invocation of this 



* Joannes ad Ephesum constitutus, 
qui legem tanquam ex gentibus ignora- 
bant, a causa nostrse redemptionis evan- 
gelii sumpsit exordium ; qute causa ex. 
eo apparet, quod Filium suum Deus 
pro nostra salute voluit incarnari. Lu- 
cas vero a Zacharise sacerdotio incipit, 
ut ejus filii miracalo nativitatis, et tanti 
praedicatoris officid, divinitatem Cliristi 
gentibus declararet — [p. 205, ed. Co- 



teler.] 

' Deus autem et Pater Domini not- 
tri Jesu Cliristi, et ipse sempitemus 
Pontifex, Dei Filius Jesus Christus, 
sdificet vos in fide et Teritate, et in 
omni mansuetudine et sine iracundia, 
et in patientia, et longanimitate, et to- 
lerantia, et castitate ; et det vobis sor- 
tem et partem in^r sanctoa suos, &G. 
—Page 28. [p. 191.] 



118 Fragments of Poly carp preserved by Eusebius ; 

ON THE kind is suited to God alone, and not befitting to any creature, 

•TANTiA- 0^^^®^®' *^® Arians and the Socinians may fret against 

I.ITYOF it^) Holy Scripture, right reason, and the unanimous opi- 

TH E aoM _ . j^j^^ ^£ ^1^^ ancient catholic doctors agree in teaching us. 

nTa^"' Especially clear^, again, are the words of Polycarp, con- 
cerning Christ as the Overseer and the Judge of all men ; 

[149] "For we are before the eyes of our Lord and Grod, and 
must all stand before the judgment-seat of Christ and 
give account every one for himself. Thus then let us serve 
Him with fear and all reverence, as He hath Himself com- 
manded, and the Apostles, who preached the gospel unto 
us, and the prophets, who foretold the coming of our Lord/^ 
In this passage Polycarp either is speaking concerning Christ 
alone, calling Him both God and Lord, (as indeed he seems 
to be speaking of a single Person,) or, at any rate, he joins 
with God the Father Christ His Son, as equally the uni- 
versal Overseer, trapreirownff, unto whose eyes all things 
are subjected : as also the universal Judge, travroSiKcurrifs, 
at whose tribunal all men, without exception, will have 
to stand : and by this argument he exhorts the faithful 
to serve the same Lord Jesus with fear and all reverence. 
And the sense of this passage of Polycarp is made clear 
by a parallel passage of the blessed Ignatius, in his Epistle 
to the Ephesians, " There is nothing hidden from the Lord,'* 
&c., which we adduced in the preceding chapter'. 

9. But let us at length pass to the fragments of Polycarp, 
which are preserved by Eusebius. Amongst them is espe- 
cially memorable that prayer of Polycarp*, now on the 
point of suffering martyrdom, preserved in Eusebius* Eccl. 
Hist. iv. 15; it concludes with this remarkable doxology''; 
" Wherefore also for all things I praise Thee, I ble&s Thee, 
I glorify Thee, through the eternal High-Priest, Jesus Christ, 

[150] Thy beloved Son, through whom, unto Thee, with Himself, 

^ kwivami yhp r&w toO Kvpiov koX • He suffered A.D. 176. Cave. 

6fov iaiiXp h^aXft&if, jcol iraarrat Set Bowter. 

^apwrriivai r^ /^/uori tow KpurroVf ical * 8t^ rovro koX w€p\ irdvrmy <r4 oM, 

eKoffrop Mp iavrov x6yop Hovyai. o0- ah €v\oyw, al Bo^d^tt 8i& rod aimov 

rus ohf ZovK^Atrwutp airr^ furh ^6$ov i^itpdws 'Iijo-oD Xpurrov, rov kyairn- 

Kol vdtnis fdAaj3e(af, KoBits ednhs ivt- rod aov iraiiis' 8i* oS <roi chv air^ iv 

TclXoTO, iral oi ^eeyy^Xivdtiwoi riftSu wvt^fjMri ayi^ 96^a koL vv¥ koX ^Is rohs 

av6ffroKoit iral ol irpo^rirtUt ol wpotaipd- /AdWoyras td&var 'A/a^. — [Euseb. E. 



^^*s rriP Kx^writf rov Kvpiov iifutv, — H., iv. 15, Mart Polyc, § H. Patp. 
§ 6. p. 95. J 



§ 6. p. 188.] Ap. ii. 201.] 

[c. ii. " ' 



His prayer before death ; its genuineness. 1 19 

in the Holy Ghost, be glory both now and for ever. Amen." book n. 

CHAP III 

You perceive that here God the Father is glorified not only ^ ^l 9. ' 
through, but also together with the Son, one and the same Polycarp. 
glory being attributed to them both "in the Holy Ghost." 
And I have already in this chapter in part shewn, how alto-, 
gather opposed is this form of doxology to the heresy of those 
who deny the true divinity of Christ. Indeed Petavius him- 
self had alleged this passage, in proof of the doctrine of the 
most holy Trinity. But what answer does the author of the 
Irenicum make to him? "With respect," he says^, "to the 
short prayer* ascribed to Polycarp, and which Petavius * p^caii- 
adduces in confirmation of his [opinion concerning the] 
Trinity*, it is more to the prejudice than to the support of 'proTrini- 
his cause : inasmuch as in it he manifestly calls the Father eonfirma- 
of Jesus Christ alone the true God and Creator of all things, ^^^^ 
and invokes Him through the Son, whom he merely names 
High-Priest. I ask, therefore, what does this mode of speech 
indicate, nay, what can it indicate, other than that Polycarp 
held and regarded (as in his Epistle also) the Father alone 54 
to be the supreme God ?" In these words, I think, that the 
man's craft is worthy to be noted first, in that he wishes to 
suggest to his reader a suspicion that this prayer of Polycarp 
is not really his, but only " ascribed" to him. Yet certainly 
there is scarcely any fragment of primitive antiquity, pre- 
served by Eusebius, which is worthy of more credit than this 
last prayer of the djring Polycarp. It is extracted from an 
Epistle written by the brethren of Smyrna, who had been 
eye-witnesses of the suffering of the blessed Polycarp, to the 
Cliurch at Philomelium, on their request to be put in posses- [151] 
sion of all the particulars of the martyrdom of that most holy 
man. Of this Epistle no man of learning up to this time has 
entertained a doubt, nor is it possible for any one hereafter 
to do so with any reason, inasmuch as even before Eusebius' 
time it was read among the public acts of the martyrs, and 
breathes throughout the spirit of the first Christians, that is, 
their purity of doctrine, their piety and their simplicity. Re- 
specting these acts of Polycarp and of the martyrs of Gaul, 
hear the judgment of the great Joseph Scaliger^^ ; " So af- 
fected," he says, " is the mind of the pious reader by their 

c Page 29. ^ Anitnadvers. in Eusebii Chron. num. 2183. 



120 In what sense the Father alone is the supreme God. 

ON THB perusal, as never to leave them with feelings of satiety ; and 
stantia". ^^^^ ^^^s is indeed the case, eveiy one may perceive in pro- 
LiTY OP portion to his intelligence and his measure of inward sensed 

THE SON. . 

, : — For my own part, I certainly have never met with any things 

tismodo. in ecclesiastical history, from the reading of which I rise 
more moved, even to such an extent as to seem to be no 
' non am- longer master of myself^/' 
pmsmeua. jq^ g^^ ^.y^ most illustrious monument of the faith of 

Folycarp has greatly vexed the author of the Irenicum, not- 
withstanding his pretences to the contrary. I scarcely know 
how he had the effrontery to assert that this prayer " told 
more against than in favour of Petavius," when he argned 
from it in defence of [the doctrine of] the most sacred 
Trinity. Nay, he says it is manifest that Folycarp in this 
prayer calls the Father of Jesus Christ alone the true God 
and Creator of all things; and invokes Him through the 
Son, calling the latter only High-Priest; and, in fact, he so 
speaks as that he seems to have acknowledged the Father 
only to be the supreme God. But here the heretic only 
serves up to our disgust, for the tenth time, the self-same 

• cramben dish^. We coufcss, we freely confess, that the Father alone 
coctam"" ^^9 ^^ ^°® point of view*, the supreme God ; I mean, in that 
^ aliquo He Hin^sclf is (as Athanasius expresses it) '^ the fountain of 
respectu. D^ity/' (Tn^/^ ^€OT^Toy,) that is. He alone is God of Him- 

• a seipsa self ^, from whom the Son and the Holy Ghost receive their 
[152] Godhead; and on this account also it is, that the appella- 
tion of "the true God" is frequently assigned, in a peculiar 

• proprie. sense*, to the Father, both in the Holy Scriptures and in the 

writings of the ancients, especially when the divine Persons 
are mentioned together. Notwithstanding, at the same time 
we, with the fathers of Nice, do also firmly maintain that 
the Son is " Light of Light, God of God," and consequently 
"very God of very God." And the anonymous author might 
on like ground have alleged their confession of faith in op- 
position to the doctrine concerning the divinity of the«Son 
and concerning the most holy Trinity; for thus do they 
begin their creed ; " We believe in one God, the Father Al- 
mighty, the Maker of all things, visible and invisible." It 
is, however, worth while here to put before the reader the 
words of Polycarp in the opening, of his prayer, which ap- 



Poly carp' 8 opening words indicate the Divinity of the Son. 121 

peared to the author of the Irenicum to be so very favourable bo:)k n. 
to his heresy : they are as follows' ; " [O Lord God,] the ^5 9^*10"' 
Father of Thy beloved and blessed Son Jesus Christy through p^carp! 
whom we have received the knowledge of Thee; God of 
angels, and powers^ and of the whole creation/^ &c. Now I 
affirm that utter darkness must envelope the mind of that 
man who does not perceive that in these words the death- 
blow is struck at Socinianism, and at Arianism too. For 
Polycarp here teaches that God is the Father of His blessed 
Son, but the God (that is, the Creator) of angels, and 
powers, and of the whole creation ; so as thereby most clearly 
to distinguish and most widely to separate the blessed Son 
of God from angels^ and powers^ and the whole order of 
created beings ; and, consequently, to take Him out of the 
class* of creatures, and to teach that God is in quite a differ* ^ creaturn- 
ent relation^ to His blessed Son, from that in which HeT"'/"''"' 
stands to the angels and the host of other created beings. 
Added to this, the epithet eiiXoytiros, (blessed,) applied by 
Polycarp in this passage to the Son of God, was by the [153] 
ancient Jews employed in a peculiar application' in the cele- > proprie. 
bration of the divine name ; for (as the learned are well 
aware) D({^n 'yn2f '' blessed be the Name,'' was the accus- 
tomed formulary in their doxologies. And they have been 
imitated by the writers of the New Testament, whenever 
they wished to speak in terms of special reverence of the 
divine Persons, and to celebrate more clearly their supreme 
glory and majesty. Compare Mark xiv. 61; Luke i. 68; 
Rom. i. 25 ; ix. 5 ; 2 Cor. xi. 81 ; Ephes. i. 3 ; 1 Pet. i. 8, 
with Genesis ix. 26 ; xiv. 20 ; xxiv. 27, &c. That is untrue, 
therefore, which the anonymous author asserts^ that Poly- 
carp here gives merely the appellation of High-Priest to 
Christ, and therefore it is to no purpose, that he after- 
wards observes, that the appellation of High-Priest, which is 
applied to Christ, denotes that He is man. For suppose it 
be so, what will follow 7 that Christ is man as well^ [as ^ etiam ho- 
God], which we likewise firmly believe. Therefore, supposing "*°®™* 
that the title of dpx^^pew, (High-Priest,) implies that He is 

* [K^pic 6 Bths . . .] 6rov iyamfTov ctik tlX'fi^xifiW 6 Bths hyyiKtov koI 8v- 
ical ff^AoyifTOv irai8^f aov *l^aov Xpt" vd/nw ira2 irda-fis rtis Krleruts' ic.r.A.— 
trrov variip, 8i* oZ t^ irtpl ai My¥w- [§ 14-. p. 200.] 



122 The doxology in Polycarp^a prayer evidences His Dwmiiy. 

ON THE Son of man^ yet at any rate the designation of o iraU Oeov, 

sTANTiA- ^ dryaTrrjTos, 6 evXoyijrbs, " the Son of God, the beloved, the 

LiTY OF blessed/' most certainly sounds like something more than 

THE 80N ' •' o 

man ; especially when such a description of the beloved and 

blessed Son of God is added, as puts that Son into a condi- 
tion separate from and above that of creatures. 
55 11. But the charge which the heretic' brings against Fe- 

ifestivum. tavius is quite amusing', namely, that ''The prayer of Poly- 
carp, as it is adduced by him, is very different from that 
which Scultetus brings forward in his Medulla TheobguB 
Palrum, xi. 1. A grave charge "indeed I As if Petavius 
had not done right in giving the prayer in the precise 
words in which it was reported by the brethren of Smyrna 
in their letter extant in Eusebius ! What will you say of the 

s Quid, fact that^ Scultetus in the alleged passage does not recite 

quod. ^j^g ^^^ words of Polycarp's prayer, but only summarily 
gives the sense of it ? From this, however, and many other 
indications, you wiU be right in conjecturing that this anony- 
mous writer, for the most part, did not derive the ancient 
[154] testimonies, which he has heaped together in his Irenicum, 
by his own industry from the original sources, but tran- 
scribed them into his own book from Scultetus, Petavius, 

* bipe- and others. So that of all creatures^ he was the most unfit ^ 
""*• . . to undertake "to lay before the Christian world, more clearly 

mum. than had ever been done before, the true monuments of pri- 
mitive antiquity and of the faith of the first Christians ;" 
which he most foolishly boasts of having done in the impos- 

•gplendido. ing* title which he prefixes to the third section of his Norma 
Becondliatrix^y — his rule of reconciliation, — as he calls it. 
• 12. But let us now, at last, consider what may be gathered 
from the doxology with which Polycarp's prayer concludes, in 
confirmation of the Godhead of the Son, and therefore of the 
consubstantiality of the Trinity. We maintain, then, that the 
embracing of the Three in the same formula and participa^ 
tion of glory, indicates unity of nature and of Godhead, and 
in that respect the Equality of the Persons. For most truly 
does Athanasius say, in his third oration against the AriansS 

' Irenic, p. SO. rhv Kxiffrnv \ ^ ZA rl rh vtmaifi.dwof 

V Irenic, p. 18. awaptBfifireu r^ irofif<ram..»[Orat ii- 

^ iroia ykp KoufwvicLT^ icriirfiari irp6s p. 41. vol. i. p. 508.] 



The joining the San with the Father implies Their equality, 123 

in treating of the form of Baptism : " For what fellowship is book n. 

CHAP III 

there between the creature and the Creator? or wherefore § 10—13! 
is that which is made classed^ with the Maker?'* Well, too, Polycarp. 
is it said by Gregory Nazianzen, in his thirteenth Oration 1 ; ^ trwapte- 
"The Trinity is really a Trinity*, my brethren; a Trinity J^*^^^ 
however is not a numbering up of things unequal; else 
what hinders but that we should give It the name* of de- > iyoftdCtv, 
cade, century, or myriad, if taken together with so many ? 
for there are many things that may be counted, and more 
than these ; but it is a taking together^ of things equal, ^ <r^AXin^<r. 
and of the same honour/' And indeed, if in the Christians' [155] 
doxologies the Son and Holy Ghost were joined unto God 
the Father, not as of one substance with Him, but only as 
created beings of a higher class, why should not other 
superior creatures also be numbered together with Them, 
in their own order, in the same [doxologies] ? Why should 
we not say. Glory be to the Father, and to the Son, and to 
the Holy Ghost, and to Michael, and to the rest of the 
archangels and angels? And so, forsooth, that blasphem- 
ous formula of the papists would at last have to be ac- 
counted legitimate. Praise be to God and to the Virgin 
Mother of God. But far otherwise was it that the dis- 
ciples of the Apostles were taught. 

13. Let us consider what the author of the Irenicum 
alleges in reply to these considerations. He first takes 
occasion for cavil from the circumstance that Polycarp in this 
formula does not say, " with the Holy Ghost," or " and to the 
Holy Ghost," but "in the Holy Ghost." "Nay but," he 
says, " the expression ' in the Holy Ghost' does not in itself* » adhuc 
imply an association into the same fellowship of glory. 
For in Eph. vi. 18, we are taught to pray in the Spirit, 
without any intimation of equality between the Spirit and 
the Father." But what is trifling in a grave matter and 
openly playing the sophist, if this be not ? By the phrase 
"in the spirit," in the Epistle to the Ephesians, is not 
meant the Holy Ghost, but our own spirit, assisted in- 

I rptits i,s &Xi70ft)t ^ rpi&f, &8c\^o(' 1<rwr ical dftorifutp ir6Wii^is, [jyoi^tnys 

Tpihs a ob irpayfjuirufv ioflffotr kwaplO' 'rrjs vposiryoplas t& rivwfUra iK ^wt4ws 

firicw ^ Tt icwA^cc Kol 8cic(£8a, icol lira- Ktd ohK i^inis aKfiturO^yat ipt$fi^ Kvth- 

royrdSof Koi fAvptdfia dyofidfuy, fitrik Mc'*'^ "^^ M \v6fi*ya.'\ — Page 211. ed. 

rotro^rrvp irwriOttiivriv \ voXX^ yi^p r^ Par. 1630. [Orat xxiii. 10. p. 431.] 
iLpiBfiovfifyOf Ka2 irKtiw ro6ra>y' &AA* 



124 Evidence from the language of the Christians of Smyrna, 



^ homun- 
cio. 

[156] 



ON THE deed by the grace of the Holy Ghost. So that to " pray 

•ta'ntia" i^ *^® spirit/' is the same as the expression "in your 

LiTY OP lieart," that is, with sincere affection of heart, in chap. v. 

THE SON 

ver. 19. of the same Epistle. Bat this very thing induces 

me to suspect that this anonymous author belongs to the 
number of the Pneumatomachi, [fighters against the Spirit,] 
who deny not only the divinity, but also the personality, as 
they express it^ of the Holy Ohost. Yet whatever this weak 
man\ who is but of yesterday, may think about the Holy 
Ghost, it is certain that blessed Polycarp, and the Catho- 
lics his contemporaries, believed that the Holy Ghost is a 
Person distinct from the Father and the Son^ and at the 
same time divine, that is to say, a partaker of the same 
majesty, dominion, and honour with the Father and the Son. 
Here is a testimony of this, which is above all exception^ 
the confession of the brethren of Smyrna, who at any rate 
knew very well the mind both of Polycarp and of the 
Catholic Church of that time. For thus do they con- 
clude their letter respecting the martyrdom of Polycarp ^ : 
" Our prayer for you, brethren, is that ye may be strong, 
walking in the word of Jesus Christ, which is according to 
His gospel ; with whom be glory and honour to God both 

^rmvkyiwf Father and Holy Ghost, for the salvation of the elect saints'." 
In these words divine glory and honour is expressly attri- 
buted to the Holy Ghost, together with the Father and the 
Son; nor is the Son more clearly distinguished from the 
Father than the Holy Ghost is from both. Altogether 
parallel to this is the doxology of the companions of Igna- 
tius, towards the conclusion of the Acts of the Martyrdom of 
that saint ^ : '' Glorifying in his (Ignatius') venerable and 
sacred memory, our Lord Jesus Christ, through whom and 
with whom to the Father be glory and power, with the Holy 



^ftXcKTwy. 



arotxovyras r^ Korh rh €hayy4kioy \6' 
ytp, 'Iiyirov Xptcrrov* /ictf* ot Z6^a r^ 

trm^pia rfj r&v ayiwy 4kK^ictwv, ic.t.X. 
See Valesius' notes on Euseb., p. 73. 
[p. 171.] 

^ [The Latin of this passage given 
by Bp. Bull is, " Glorificantes in Ipsius 
(Ignatii) venerabili et s&ncta meraoria 
Bominum nostrum Jesum Christum: 



per quern et cum quo Patri gloria et 
potentia cum Spiritu Sancto in sancta 
ecclesia in secula ssculorum . A men.' ' 
The concluding words of the Greek 
original, d/iyoDmrcjr rh¥ 6eiy, rhv 8o> 
r^pa r&v kyoBSti^^ koL fioKaplffcarrts rhv 
Bryior . , , , 4y Xpttrr^ 'Irivov r^ Kvpitp 
ilti&y, 8t* ot Koi fAf$* ot T^ irttrpi ri Z6^a 
KoX T^ Kpiros <rhv r^ oyitp iry^^fiari tl$ 
al&yas. &mV- § 7. Patr. Ap. ii. 161.] 



Force of the words " with the Holy Ghost'* in the Doxology. 1 25 

Ghost, in the holy Church, for ever and ever. Amen/' book n. 
Wherein also you will observe by the way that both phrases 7*^3 * j"|' 
''through whom*' and "with whom'* are employed respect- Polycarp. 
ing the Son, just as in the prayer of Polycarp ; the reason of 56 
which I have mentioned above. However, it appears to me 
that the ancients in their ^oxologies used not only the forms 
"with the Holy Ghost,'' or "and to the Holy Ghost," but also 
sometimes "in the Holy Ghost," for the very purpose of 
signifying that the Holy Ghost, insomuch as He proceedeth' [1^7] 
from the Father and the Son, or from the Father through * quatenm 
the Son, constitutes the communion and unity of them both; 
and thus is as it were the bond of the most holy Trinity, as 
indeed He is expressly called by some of the ancients^ This 
is more distinctly expressed in that very ancient formula: 
" Glory be to j;he Father and to the Son in the imity of the 
Holy Ghost." Accordingly a very early writer, Athenago- 
ras, (in his" Apology^ for the Christians,) calls the Father ■ icgatio. 
and the Son one ivonjn TIvevfiaToSy " by the unity of the 
Spirit." Synesius, in his hymns, elegantly expresses this 
mystery in more than one passage; for instance, in his 
third hymn, he thus addresses the Holy Ghost : 

"Opos el (Pva-etop, 

Thou art the boundary of the natures ; 

Ta9 TiKTola'aSf 

Of the begetting [nature,] 

KaX riKTOfikvas, 

And of the begotten. 

and in his fourth hymn after celebrating the praises of God 
the Father and the Son, he proceeds to sing : 

Meadrav apyaVf 
The intervening principle; 
^Aylav irvoiaVf 
The Holy Spirit ; 
Kivrpov yeverovy 
Centre of the Father, 
Kivrpov Si Kopov, 
And centre of the Son. 

14 I return, however, to the author of the Irenicum, who 

^ See PeUv. de Trin. vii. 12. 8. 

r P. 10. [§ 10. p. 287. B. The passage it quoted at length, ii. 4. 9.] 



126 Divine worship offered to Christ : not as to a glorified man, 

ON THE thus proceeds witli his cavils : '^ Besides, the earlier writers, 

btantia" ^^^^ tl^ey praised the Son together with the Father and the 

LiTY OF Holy Ohost. nevertheless did not (as is now being fully shewn 

THE 80N« • 

'' in this place, and will afterwards be shewn in the case of Justin 



Martyr and others) either lay down, or believe, that either the 
Son or the Holy Ghost is equal with the Father : nay, they 
did not even venture to designate the Holy Ohost, QoA" My 
answer is this ; What these earlier writers thought concern- 
ing the equality of the Persons, (I mean of the Father and of 
[158] the Son,) we shall shew at length in our fourth book; where 
it will be made clear, that those earlier writers laid down no 
other inequality between the Persons of the Father and of the 
Son, than was recognised by the fathers who flourished after 
the council of Nice, by Catholics of the present day, and fur- 
ther, by the very schoolmen themselves. Meanwhile, this is 
certain, that the fathers of the first three centuries, without 
exception, taught, that the Son is of the same nature with the 
Father, and therefore is very God ; and that it was under no 
other conception [bf Him] that they glorified Him together 
with God the Father. We have already proved this in the 
case of the author of the Epistle attributed to Barnabas, of 
Hermas, Ignatius, and Clement of Rome ; we are now shew- 
ing the same respecting Polycarp, and, finally, shall shew it 
of Justin Martyr and all the other fathers who preceded the 
council of Nice, one by one, in the course of this book. With 
respect to the Holy Ghost, we shall in this work incidentally 
shew that the same earlier fathers confessed His <?onsub- 
stautiality also, and by consequence, His divinity ; nay, that 
by some of them the Holy Ghost is expressly called God. 

15. At last the heretic essays to explain how it is that we 
are bound to offer divine worship to Christ, notwithstanding 
that He is in His own nature a mere man. ^' In truth,^' he 
says, ''both angels and men are bound to adore the man 
> juxtim Christ, and to worship and to glorify Him with and next to^ 
God, according to the divine prediction, Jer. xxx. 9; Ezek. 
xxxiv. 23, 24, yet only as the servant and the ambassador of 
« Domi- God, and made Lord*. Compare Phil. ii. 9—11 ; Acts ii. 36.*' 
factum. To which I reply ; Christ is proposed for our worship in the 
Scriptures, not only as the servant and ambassador of God, 
who afterwards was made Lord, but as the Son of God, begot- 
ten of the Father before the worlds, who out of His infinite 



but as to one to whom glory was due as God. 127 
love to the human race, having taken upon Himself that office book it. 

CHAP III* 

of ambassador to man^ earned for Himself^ as it were by a new ^ 14,' 15.' 
title, that divine honour should be paid to Him by men ; in polycarp. 
other words^ by a new and amazing act of kindness He bound [159] 
men to worship and to serve Him. - At any rate^ in that pas- 
sage to the Philippians, (which the anonymous author and 
his crew* especially put forward*,) it is shewn that He, who *greg*iefc 
after His death is declared to have been very highly exalted ' venditant* 
by God, did also before He assumed the form of a servant, 
that is, (as Paul interprets himself,) before He was made man, 
exist in the form of God, and was equal with God. The in- 
terpretations by which both Arians and Socinians endeavour 
to elude the force of that passage are manifestly absurd, as 
any one will easily perceive who carefully weighs the context 
of the whole passage. So also in the Epistle to the He- 
brews i. 2, 3, He, who, after '' He had by Himself purged our 
sins, sat down at the right hand of the majesty in the highest,'' 
the same is declared to be the Son of God, '' through whom the 
worlds were made, and the brightness of the Father's glory, 
upholding all things by the word of His power." We do not, 
however, deny that the human nature of Christ, so far 
forth as it was capable ', came into a participation of glory * pro "uo 
and honour with the Divine Person of the Son of God, ^*^ "" 
Certainly^ this is what Paul plainly teaches as does the ^ scilicet, 
author of the Epistle, called that of Barnabas, when he says, 
that Christ willed '' the vessel of His spirit to be glorified," 
as we have observed already^. And Hermas means no other 
when (in the passage which we also quoted above ^) he says, 57 
that '' the servant," that is, the man Christ, *' by reason of 
the good service which He had performed, was made co-heir 
with the Son of God." This passage of Hermas also com- 
pletely overthrows the notion of the anonymous writer. For 
in it there is made a most manifest distinction between 
that divine honour which Christ, as Son of God, (that is, 
according to Hermas' own interpretation,) existing before all 
creatures, had previously with the Father, and that honour 
which was given to Christ, the servant, that is, the man '' who [1^0] 
became obedient to death, even the death of the cross," as 
a reward after His death. Meanwhile the human nature of 
Christ, being exalted after death, has become a partaker of 

B Chap. 2. § 3. of thU book, p. 91. ** [Ibid. p. 90.] 



128 ChrisVs human nature glorified by union with the Divine. 

ON THE the divine dominion and honour^ not of itself ^^ but by reason 

8TANTIA- of the person of the Word^ by which it is sustained, and to 

LiTYOF ^hich it is united: so that that honour properly has its 

THE SON. ' . r r J 

ipejge, — object in the person and not m the nature ' ; and accord- 
' in perso- ingly it is plain^ that when the manhood of Christ is wor- 
minetiir' shipped, the creature is not in such wise worshipped, but 
non in that the act [of worship] properly tends to the Creator', Who 
* tendat in ^^ joined a created nature unto Himself in unity of person. 
Crtatorem. This subject is well explained by the truly great Athanasius^ 
in an Epistle to the Bishop Adelphius, against the Arians^ 
in these words ^ : "It is not a creature that we worship, 
God forbid ! for to the heathen and the Arians does such 
error belong; but it is the Lord of the creation, incarnate^ 
the Word of God, whom we worship ; for although the flesh 
taken by itself is a portion of created things, yet it has been 
made the body of God. And neither do we worship such 
a body as this by itself parting it from the Word, nor 
wishing to worship the Word do we separate it from the 
^fiattpi- flesh*; but knowing, as we said before, what is written, 'the 
»'«/*•»'• Word was made flesh,* Him we acknowledge to be God, 
even when He has come to be in the flesh/* And afterwards 
in the same Epistle^ he says, " Let them,** that is, let the 
Arians, " know, that when we worship the Lord in the flesh, 
iobKTi' we do not worship* a creature p, but the Creator, who hath 
a^lZ^ clothed Himself in the created body.** Lastly, he concludes 
/*•»'. his epistle with these words *>, which are especially worthy of 

being observed : " The faith of the Catholic Church knoweth 
the Word of God as Maker and Creator of all things; and we 
know that ' in the beginning was the Word, and the Word was 
with God ;* and Him, having become man also for our salva- 
tion, do we worship : not as if He had come to be in the body 

• ohKriffiiairpoaKvyovfjLWtfi^yivoiro, p yiyvffK^rwrav 8t< rhy Kipioy 4v 

idvuwv yhp ica2 *Ap€iay&y ^ roiaOrti aapKl irpotncv¥Ovtrr€S oh KrlcfMrt irpo- 

itXdini' &AXa rhv K6piov rrjs Kriff^ws aKvyovfitv, iXKh, rhv Kriarrjv iv^wr^^- 

aapKtc^ivra rhv tow ©€oC x6yov irpocKV' vov rh icrurrhy a&fia. — Pp. 161, 162. [p. 

vovfitf. fl yhp Kol 1^ akp^ aMi Koff lav- 916. This {letUrftari) is the reading of 

T^r jiipos i<rr\ r&v icrtcrfA^wv, &AA& the Benedictine editor even, following 

OcoD y4yovt a&fia* iral odrt rh roiov- all others : but it should be corrected 

rov a&fxa Koff ka%nh Ztmpowrts iirh rov to lertafia rt. — B.] 
\^ov irpoo-Kvyovfitp, ^otht rhv \6yoy ^ ^ irl<ms r^s KoBoXunis iKKki^ffias 

7rpwrKV¥ri<rou, BiXorrts fuucp^ofuif abrhv Kriarriv o78c t6vtov 09ov \6yw koI hi- 

hwh r^f aapK6s' &AA' tlBSrts, ica0& fiiovpryhy ray airiirrmv' kcX otiofitv irt 

vpotlirofity, rhf 6 \6yos <rdp| iyiytro, 4v VxP f^" ^^ ^ x6yos, fcoi 6 \6yos ^p 

rovToy Kol iy aapKl yw6iiwoy iwiyiy^- irphs rhy 096y, '}wy6fityoy Zk ahrhy Koi 

(TKOfity B*6y, — Tom. i. p. 157. [vol. i. AyBpwwoy 8i& r^v iiiitripay crcmiplatf 

p. 912. § 8.] irpoaKvyoOyiw, o^x* ^' ^^^^ iyta^ y9y6' 
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as one of two equal things may be in another*, but as a Master book ii. 
having taken to Himself the form of a servant, and as Maker § 15^' jqJ 
and Creator, having come to be in a creature, that in it polycarp. 
having set all things free. He might bring near^ the world \oifx* &s 
unto the Father, and make at peace all things, both those y^y^J^yo^ 
that are in heaven and those that are on earth. For thus do ' v <^«^MaTi. 
we both acknowledge His Godhead which He has from the Jf^J'*" 
Father, and we worship His presence in the flesh, even though 
the Arian madmen burst with rage*. ■ 8«appiry- 

16. I return to Polycarp and the brethren of Smyrna. It 
is evident that they glorified Christ together with God the 
Father, not as a servant who afterwards was made Lord, but [162] 
as the " beloved and blessed Son,^^ the only-begotten of the 
Father ; as will easily be seen by any one who reads the Epi- 
stle of the Smymeans. And that by these titles the divine na- 
ture, glory, and majesty of the Son of God are expressed, we 
have already shewn in part from the consent of the ancient 
Church, and shall elsewhere demonstrate more fully. But 
the Smymeans also, in assigning a reason, why, at the same 
time that they adored^ Christ, a man, and that crucified, ^ adora- 
they yet did not worship* the martyrs, the followers of the suf- ""^ 
ferings® of Christ, thus speak' distinctly concerning Christ" ; • imitantea 
*' For Him indeed we worship as being the Son of God," p"«orein. 
(not as a mere man ;) presently after, respecting the martyrs ^l^^' 
they add, (and O that the papists would mark their words,) 
** The martyrs however we love, as is their due', as disci- • h^lms. 
pies and followers* of the Lord, for their affection**^ to their » ^u^,p.d{,. 
own King and Master, an afiection which cannot be sur- *" e^wfo*. 
passed/' Besides, these same Smymeans, as we have seen, 
ascribe divine honour unto the Holy Ghost also, together with 
God the Father. But, I ask, on what ground ? Is it as having 
been made Lord ? Let the author of the Irenicum tell us, when 
and how the Holy Ghost from being a servant was made Lord ? 

/iff^)rr^0'iifiart,&A\'&f 8ff<nn^yirpoir- atcuf irpotrKWOVfi^y, jrfy 'Apcio/iayirai 

Xafi^yra r^r rod Bo6\ov floppy, fcol HiappTfyvvwrtv iatnois. — pp. 16 1, 162. 

hifuoifpryhy iral Kritmiv 4y HriafAort 7c- [p. 916.] 

y6ti€Voy' W 4y ain^ rk irdyra Acv6c- • rovroy lA^y yhp vUiy tyra tow %9ov 

pAffos rhy K6afioy irpoffoydyp r^ Harp}, irpoffKvyovfAfy, . . . rohs 8i fidprvpas &f 

aca2 9tfnflwroHi<rp r& vdirre^ rii iy obpa' luslByfrhs Ka\ fufitfras rov Kvplov iyaww" 

yots Kol r& M ttis yrjf. ofhm yhp iced fity iL^lcts, Iveica ftyolat &yvir€pfi\4jTou 

rijy weerpiK^v a^ov Bt^nrra iwiyiy^^ r^s els rhy Vitoy 0airi\4a ical ZtidffKa' 

CTKOfity, Kcd tV tytrapKoy ahrov wapov' \oy, [§17. Patr. Ap. ii. 202.] 

BULL. u 
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Or is it, as being a created spirit, more excellent than the 
other spirits, or angels ? But all admit that divine worship is 
not due to any created being, per se, be he never so exalted. 
Besides, the sacred Scriptures every where ^ most clearly 
teach, that the Holy Ghost subsists in Grod Himself, and that 
His mind and all His secret things are intimately known 
and perceived by Him, that He is every where present, &c. ; 
nor have they any where delivered one iota to lead yoa 
to suspect that He is placed in the rank of created beings. 
Hence the greatest and more sagacious portion of those who 
contend against the Holy Spirit^ have at all times thought 
it better roundly to deny the personality itself of the Holy 
Ghost, and to assert that He is nothing else than the in- 
fluence^ and power of God the Father Himself, and not 
distinguished from Him, than to affirm that He is a crea- 
ture, against so many and such clear testimonies of Scrip- 
ture. But they also are as nothing: for in the Scriptures 
the Holy Ghost is not less clearly distinguished from the 
Father than is the Son Himself, (an assertion which, if that 
were the matter in hand, might very easily be proved ;) and 
the whole Catholic Church has ever believed and taught that 
the Holy Ghost is a person distinct &om the Father. It re- 
mains, therefore, that we confess that the ancient Christians 
worshipped the Holy Ghost under this conception, that He is 
the Spirit of Gt>d, subsisting in God Himself, and conse- 
quently Himself God; but yet personally' distinct from God, 
whose Spirit He is. Now if this be true, as indeed it is most 
true, it will follow that these same ancients either worshipped 
the Son as being in His nature God*, or regarded Him as 
inferior to the Holy Ghost; for, without doubt, it is a greater 
prerogative of honour to be worshipped as being in nature 
God, than as one that has been made God and Lord. But 
that the Son is inferior to the Holy Ghost was never dreamt 
of amongst Catholics; seeing that' in the Scriptures the Holy 
Ghost is said to be sent by the Son, and to have received fit>m 
Him what He hath of His own* ; and in all the doxologies of 
the ancients, wherein the divine Persons are enumerated in 
their order, the Son has assigned to Him the second, (Sei/re- 



* See especially 1 Cor. ii. 10, 11. 
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pa»,) whilst the Holy Ghost has the third place or rank^ tooKtr. 
{rpiTfiv x^P^"^ ^ Taf tv,) to use the words of Justin*. ^\\ll i"!' 

17. This [last consideration] is indeed a most irrefragable Poltcam>. 
argument for the divinity of Christ; and so the ancients 
judged. For thus Novatian, or the author of the Book on 
the Trinity amongst the works of Tertullian, writes, chap. [164] 
24^; ''If Christ be only man, how is it that He says that 
the Comforter shall take of His* what He is about to de-^desnow 
clare ' [unto men *J ? For the Comforter does not receive '5«« »»»- 
any thing from man, but [rather] the Comforter communi- sit. 
cates knowledge to man ; neither does the Comforter learn 
from man the things that shall come to pass, but [rather] 
the Comforter instructs man respecting what shall come to 
pass.^ It follows, therefore, either that the Comforter did not 
receive from Christ, a [mere] man, what He has to declare, 
since it will never be in the power of man to give any thing 
to the Comforter, from whom it behoves ifian himself to re- 
ceive, and [in that case] Christ in this passage misleads and 
deceives by saying that the Comforter shall receive firom 
Him, a [mere] man, what He has to declare ; or [this is the 
alternative, that] He does not mislead us, {as neither indeed 
does He deceive us,) and the Comforter did receive from 
Christ that which He has to declare. But if [it be so, that] 
He did receive from Christ what He has to declare, then it 
follows at oiice that Christ is greater than the Comforter, 
since the Comforter would not receive from Christ if He 
were not less than Christ: but the Comforter [being] less 
than Christ, does from this very fact prove Christ also to be 
God, from whom He received what He declares. So that it 

IS A GREAT TESTIMONY TO THE DIVINITY OF ChRIST, that the 



■ [Apol. i. $ 16. pp. 60, 61.] 
V Si homo tantummodo Christus, 
quomodo Paracletum dicit de suo esse 
sumptunim, qus nuntiaturus sit ? ne- 
que enim Paracletns ab homine quic- 
quam accipit, sed homini scientiam 
Paracletus porrigpt; nee futura ab ho- 
mine Paraeietus discit, sed de futuris 
hominem Paracletns instniit Ergo 
ant non aceepit Paracletus a Christo 
homine quod nuntiet, quoniam Para- 
cleto horoo nihil poterit dare, a quo 
ipse homo debet accipere, et fall it in 

fraesenti loco Christns et decipit, cum 
araoletum a se homine accepturum, 
quse nuntiet, dicit ; aut non nos faIli^ 



sicut nee fallit, et aceepit Paracletus 
a Christo, que nuntiet Sed si a Christo 
aceepit quas nuntiet, major ergo jam 
Paracleto Christus est; quoniam nee 
Paracletus a Christo acciperet,ni8i mi- 
nor Christo esset ; minor autem Christo 
Paracletus, Christum etiam Deum esse 
hoc ipso probat, a quo aceepit qua nun- 
tiat. Ut testimonium christi di- 
viNiTATis GRANDE SIT, dum miuor 
Christo Paracletus repertus ab illo su- 
mit qa8B ceteris tradit — [Pag. 722.] 

■ [John xvi. 14. 4k rov ifiov X^tf^crai 
Kol du^ayytkti {>iii¥, "He shall receive 
of Mine, and shall tell it unto you."] 
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132 In what sense the Holy Spirit is said to be 

OUTRE Comforter being found to be less than Christ, takes from 
WANTM. Him what He delivers unto all else/' With regard to what 
LiTY OP he here says of the Holy Ghost being less than the Son, it is 

'- to be understood exactly in the same way as we shall explain 

the subordination of the Son with reference to the Father, 
in the fourth book ; that is to say, in such sense as that the 
Holy Ghost be said to be less than the Son, not in respect of 
nature, but of origin ; inasmuch as He is derived firom the Fa- 
ther through the Son, as Tertullian says in his treatise against 
' sua om- Praxeas, chap. 4^ ; and, accordingly, receives all that He has ' 
from the Father through the Son, agreeably to the declara- 
tion of Novatian*. Tertullian, again, in the same book, 
[165] (chap. 8%) more clearly explains this subordination of the 
Holy Ghost in the following words ; " For the Spirit is third 
from God and His Son, just as the fruit out of the tre6 is 
third from the root, or as the stream out of the river is third 
from the fountain, or the point out of the ray is third from 
the sun. Nothing, however, is alien from that ori- 
ginal SOURCE whence IT DERIVES ITS OWN PROPERTIES. In 

like manner the Trinity, flowing down from the Father 
through intertwined and connected steps, does not at all dis- 

y [Page 502.] ceeding from Him, but as through 
■ To the same purpose the author Him, from the Father;" ical vioG ^ 
of the Constitutions (vi. 11.) says; wv^vfiOt ovx* &s i^ alrrov, kw* &s 9i cA- 
"There is one God, the Father of one rovf 4k rod Tlarp^s iKwop€v6fU¥ov, Hila- 
Son, of one Paraclete through Christ; ry, (lib. xii. [§ ult p. 444] on the Tri- 
iyhi vlov TloripOf [^oh it\u6vw¥''\ Ms nity,) prays thus; " Preserve untainted, 
UapcucKiiTov Ziit Xpurrov. Gregory IbeseechThee, this religion of my faith, 
Nyssen (in his epistle to Ablabius, that what I professed in the creed of 
tom. ii. p. 459, [vol. iii. p. 27.] ) thus de- my regeneration, ... I may always hold 
dares how from the same principle, i. e. fast; viz., that I may worship Thee 
from God the Father, both the Son and who art our Father ; and together with 
Holy Ghost have their origin in man- Thee Thy Son ; and likewise may at- 
ner diverse ; " For the One is from the tain unto Thy Holy Spirit, who is from 
First immediately, the other from Thee, through Thine Only-begotten." 
the First through that which is imme~ Conserva banc, oro, fidei meae incon- 
diately [from Him] ;" rh fihy yhp irpo- taminatam religionem, ut quod in reli- 
<rf Xc»s ^«c Tov ypc^ov, rb 9i 8t& Tov y/H>- gionis meae symbolo...professus sum, 
iTffxo^f ^K ToO ir^i^ov. Cyril (book i. on semper obtineam, Patrem scilicet te 
the Adoration &c. ) has the words : " The nostrum, Filium tuum una tecum ado- 
Spirit poured forth from the Father, rem. Sanctum Spiritum tuum, qui ex 
through the Son;" iK warphs ^i* vlov te per unigenitum tuum est, promerear. 
irpoxfifitvoif irycv/M. vol. i. [p. 9.] See * Tertius enim est Spiritus a Deo 
moreover his Letter to the Empresses, et Filio, sicut tertius a radice fructua 
[icol ydp iffriv 4k warpbs ipwriKws, vpo- ex frutice, et tertius a fonte rivus ex 
j(96fJLtifov 8i* vlov rfi Krtffiu " for He is flumine, et tertius a sole apex ex radio, 
naturally from the Father being poured Nihil tauen a matrice alienatur, 
forth to the creation through the Son," a qua proprietates suas ddcit; 
vi. n. 44.] Damascene (book i. on the ita Trinitas per consertos et connexos 
Orthodox Faith, chap. 18. [cap. 12. gradus a Patre decurrens et monarchise 
vol. L p. 148.]) says: "And [He is] nihil obstrepit, et oiKovofilas statum 
the Spirit of the Son also, not as pro- protegit — [P. £04.] 
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turb the monarchy, [and yet] guards the state of the eco- book n. 
nomj^" In these words he declares the Holy Ghost to be |"jY^' jg'' 
third in reference to' the Father and the Son, in such sense polyca^i- 
as at the same time to profess distinctly that He is of the ^ a. 
same essence and nature with the Father and the Son, and 
in no degree alien from the divinity of the Father. If, how- 
ever, any one should suspect that the ante-Nicene fathers 
alone employed this reasoning, let him know that the most 
approved doctors of the Church, who flourished after the coun- 
cil of Nice, also established the Godhead of the Son by the self- 
same argument; which I could have abuudantly proved, if the 
nature of my design had permitted a digression of this kind. 
Let it suffice here to adduce the testimonies of two fathers 
who beyond all controversy held most firmly to the Nicene 
Creed. Athanasius, in his second Oration against the Arians, 59 
says^ ; " But to the disciples, shewing His divinity and His 
majesty, and no longer [allowing them to think] that He [166] 
was inferior to, but intimating that He was. greater than, 
and equal to^ the Spirit, He gave the Spirit, and said, ' Re- 
ceive ye the Holy Ghost,' and ' I send Him,' and ' He shall 
glorify Me/*' Augustine (in his fifteenth book on the 
Trinity, c. 26,) says*' ; " How is it possible that He is not 
God who gives the Holy Spirit ? Nay, rather, how great a 
God is He who giveth God !*' Thus much, then, concerning 
Polycarp*s short prayer and the form of blessing * of the ' tlxoyla, 
brethren of Smyrna, which I have on this account followed 
out more fully, that all may perceive how ancient and clearly 
apostolic is that form of doxology which is used even at the 
present day in the Catholic Church, " Glory be to the Fa- 
ther, and to the Son, and to the Holy Ghost :" and what a 
firm and fixed monument and bulwark of the apostolic tradi- 
tion concerning the consubstantial Trinity it presents against 
all the attacks' of heretics. •machinaa. 

18. As concerns Polycarp, however, I will subjoin by way 

* [See above, p. 92.] «* Greater, in respect of causation 

« Toh 8i fxaOfirais T^r Bt^ura Koi (icaT*alT(ay); equal, in respect of nature 

T^i" t^tyaktiSnrra UtiKphs iavrov, oitKiri {Kork <f>iaty.) [The words fitl^ova ical,. 

8i i\drTotfarovirvf6fiaros iavrhv, iiWk ** greater than, and" are omitted in the 

(fji§lfoifa Kal) Xcov {ima) otj/aoWv, ihi- Benedictine edition. — B.] 

Sou ficr rh irrci;fui, Kol tXvyw^ Adfi€r€ * Quomodo Deus non est, qui dat 

rh iryffvfui iytot^' Kcd^'Eyia a{n6 &iro- Spiritum Sanctum ? imo quantus Deus 

iTT^XAw K^Kfivos ifjA ho^datu — [Orat est, qui dat Deum ? — [VoLviiLp.999.] 
i. 50. vol. i. p. 454.] 
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ON THE of addition^ two considerations besides, from which it will be* 
fJ!?lf*.V come still more manifest, how much he shrunk from^ both 
LiTY OF the Samosatene and the Arian views respecting the Son of 
^ THE s . _ Q^^ First then, if you would know what was the belief of 
loco. Polycarp respecting the Son of God, consult Irenaeus. He, 

s abhor- iq his youth, was a most attentive hearer of this apostolic 
bishop, and even in old age retained his discourses firmly 
fixed in his memory ; (those especially in which he set forth 
what he had himself heard from the Apostles concerning the 
Lord Jesus j) Irenaeus, moreover, was able to refute the 
* vigentes. heresies which prevailed ' in his own time, by the analogy 
[167] of the faith which was held by Polycarp, even calling God 
to witness to the truth of the tradition, as he testifies him- 
self in the fragment of an Epistle to Fiorinus, Ivhich is 
extant in Eusebius, (Eccles. Hist. v. 20;) so that it is most 
unlikely to be true, nay, is absolutely incredible, either that 
Irenseus should have been ignorant of Polycarp's sentiments 
respecting the primary doctrine of Christianity, or that (know- 
ing them) he should willingly depart from them even by a 
< vel latum hair's breadth \ Now I would venture to affirm, that no 
uDguem. ^jjg ^f ^^ upholders of the Nicene faith (Athanasius him- 
self not excepted) has any where put forward statements 
more exalted respecting the Son of God, or more express 
against the Arian blasphemy, than those which Irenaeus has 
made in his writings respecting that very Son of God. This 
one point I except, that Irenaeus does not use the word ofio- 
ova 10 9 itself. Any one who shall attentively read what will 
be adduced in this and the next book out of Irenaeus will say 
that I have not made this statement at random. The second 
consideration, from which one may with certainty gather the 
belief and opinion of Polycarp concerning the Son of God, 
is this ; Eusebius testifies that Polycarp in his Epistle to 
the Philippians recommended to them Ignatius' Epistles as 
most worthy of being read, and' ''as containing faith, and 
patience, and all edification, that pertaineth unto our Lord.'' 
Polycarp then by his testimony expressed his approval of the 
whole doctrine of the Epistles of Ignatius. Now in the 
seven Epistles of Ignatius, which were edited by Yossius, 

jb^/routf'ai'.— Eccles. Hist iii. 86. 
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(and which^ as no sound-minded person will deny^ are the book n. 
same with Polycarp's collection of them^ known to Eusebius,) *^"§ I's!"' 
the true divinity of our Saviour is again and again taught in Polycarp. 
the clearest terms^ as I have already shewn. 

And thus far have we set forth the faith and opinion of 
those doctors of the Church, who were taught immediately' ^ viva voce. 
by the Apostles themselves, on the doctrine that the Son is of 
one substance [with the Father.] 



CHAPTER IV. 65 

[178] 

CONTAINING AN EXPOSITION OF THE VIEWS OF JUSTIN MABTYB, ATHENAQO- 
HAS, TATIAN, AND THEOFHILUS OF ANTIOCH ; WITH AN INCIDENTAL D£- 
CLAILATION OF THE FAITH OF CHBISTIANS BESPECTING THE HOLY TEINITT, 
IN THE AGE OF LUCIAN, OUT OF LUCIAN HIMSELF. 

1. Justin Martyr must be placed in the class next after Justin M. 
the Apostolic writers, if not actually enumerated with them ; 
and his works are almost all replete with so many and so clear 
testimonies to the consubstantiality of the Son, that I cannot 
but feel indignant when I read the calumnies, with which 
certain presumptuous writers of this day^ have essayed to ^ neotericL 
stain^ the memory of that most holy father and martyr, as [179] 
though he agreed in opinion with the impious Arians. ' conepur- 

In the Apology, which is called the second, (although it 
is really the firsts?,) Justin censures those^ who deny "that 
the Father of all things has a Son, who, being also the 
first-bom Word of God, is also God.'^ Here he plainly in- 
fers that the Son, equally with the Father, is really God, 
from the fact that He came forth from, and was generated 
of God the Father Himself, as His Word and First-born. In 
a similar way in his dialogue with Trypho^, he reproves the 
blindness of the Jews, for den3ring that Christ "is God, 
[being the] Son of the only and unbegotten and inefifable 

c He wrote his first apology about p. 81.] 
the year 140. Cave. — Bowyer. ' cTvoi Bihr, rov iUpov ical hywrirrou 

^ 8ti itrrXv vlhs r^ tlarpl r&v Z\wr kqjL hpp4iTov OcoG vi6v, — p. S56. [{ 126. 

hi ical K&yos vpttr&roKos &y rov 0€ov p. 219.] 
icol 0thi (nrdpx^i* — P« 96. [Apol i. 63. 
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God/' And shortly afterwards in the same book, he pro- 
nounces^ Christ to be " Lord and God, being ^ the Son of 
God/' 

2. Justin, accordingly, every where declares Christ to be 
the true, genuine, real ^ and properly-so-called Son of God ; 
which the Arians never did or could have acknowledged from 
their heart. Thus, in the first (or rather the second) Apo- 
logy*, " And His Son, who alone is properly called Son." In 
the second Apology™, according to the common editions, 
he says : " The Son of God, who is called Jesus, even if He 
had been man only in a sense common to all',' would yet on 
account of His wisdom have been worthy to be called the Son 
of God, for all writers call God 'the Father of men and 
gods;' but if further we say that He, the Word of God, 
was generated of God in a peculiar way^, beyond the 
generation common to all, as we said before, let this be 
common to us and you." A little afterwards^ in the same 
work he says ; " Jesus Christ alone has been in a peculiar 
way* generated [as] Son unto Grod, being His Word and 
First-born and Power." Lastly, in his Dialogue with Try- 
pho% he calls Christ ^' the Only-begotten unto the Father of 
all, in a peculiar way* generated of Him, [as His] Word and 
Power, and afterwards made man through the Virgin." 
Athanasius has admirably expressed the meaning of Justin 
in these passages, as well as that of Holy Scripture when it 
calls Christ the proper and only-begotten Son of God, in 
these few words P; ''For that which is naturally begotten of 
any one, and not taken to one's-self from without, nature 
recognises as a son, and this is the signification of the name 
[son."] See Petavius, On the Trinity, ii. 10, throughout. 



Xoi^eu— p. 857. [§ 128. p. 221.] 

' 6 Z\ vUts ixtlyoVf 6 fi6vos \€y6fJi>tvos 
Kvplws vl6s. — p. 44. [Apol. iL 6. p. 92.] 
n vihs 8i BcoS, 6 'Ii)<rovy \ey6fiwos, 
cj Koi Koiy&s iUpov AvSpctwoSt 8i& ffo^tiaif 
6^tos vlhs 6cov K^ytffBai* Harcpa 7^ 
iufUp&p Tc Bt&v TC irdyrts ffvyypa^us 
T^v 0fhv KoKowriv, fl 91 nal i9i»s vopii 
riiv Koufifv yivtaty ytyty^trBeu alrrhy iK 
B90V \4yofiw kSyoy 6coC, &s wpo4<priti9y, 
Koivhy rovTO itrrtt ifuy, — p. 67. [ApoL 
i. 22. p. 67.] 

" 'Iriffovs Xpurrhs fiSyos I9lwt vUfs r^ 



9c^ yfy4ytiTM, \iyos aArov iwdipxmm 
ical wfWT&roKos Koi 9vy<mis, — p. 68. [23. 
p. 67.] 

® fioyoyMyiis [7^ Htl ^y^ rf Uarpl 
r&y 2Xo»y, [o&r6s] wlws i^ (dnov \6yos 
Kol Hiyafus y€y€yiifi4yos, Kcd Ztrr^pov 
iydptnros 8t& liis iraft$4yov ytydfuwou 
p. 332. [§ 106. p. 200.] 

p rh yhp $K riyos ^6a€i ytyy^ii^yop^ 
imL ia^i ^w$ty iwucT^fAtyoy^ vihy oUfy ^ 
<l>i(riSf Koi TovTO rod 6y6futr6s itrri rb 
inifuup6fiwov. — De Decret Nicaen. Sy- 
nod. [§ 10. vol i. p. 217.] 
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3. Besides this^ Justin throagboat explains the divine book il 

CHAP IV 

generation of the Son in snch a manner^ and illustrates it by § ] J.3/ 



such similes, that it is very clear that he himself entirely justin m. 
acknowledged His consubstantiality. There is a passage in [181] 
his Dialogue with Trypho especially remarkable, where he 
declares the mode of the generation of the Son in these 
words^ ; '' [It has been shewn] that this power, which the 
word of prophecy calls both God, (as has been in like manner 
shewn at length,) and angel, is not, like the light of the 
sun, numbered^ [as another] merely in uame, but is also > ifM0/icr- 
numericaUy another thing \ and in what was said before I '^^ 
examined the reason in few words, when I said that this 
power was generated from the Father by His power and 66 
counsel; yet not by way of abscission, as though the essence 
of the Father was divided off, even as all other things being 
severed and cut, are not the same as they were before they 
were cut ; and I took as an example the fires which are lit as 
from a fire, which we see are other, and yet that fire from 
which many may be lit is in no way diminished, but remains 
the same/' In these words Justin expressly teaches that 
the Son is indeed '^ numerically another thing/' (api,0fi^ ire- 
pov TL,) another, that is, than the Father in number, or (in 
other words) in person', but by no means different from Him > numero 
in nature; inasmuch as He was begotten^ of the very essence aiJIima**"* 
of God the Father, and therefore is His Son, consubstantial P«^r«- 
with Him. For having attempted up to a certain point to tu^*^*"*' 
unfold the mode of the generation of the Son, he says the [182] 
Son is begotten of the Father " not by way of abscission, as 
if the Father's essence were divided off," (ou xar^ dvorofiifvj 
a>9 airofiepi^ofievrf^ rfjs rou Uarpos oxfaias.) To what purpose, 
however, would this assertion be, if the Son in His genera- 
tion have nothing in common with the substance of the 
Father ? In the next place the simile by which Justin here 



81& itoXXmv &aa6rws &iro8^ciiCTcu, km 

fiari ix6vov itpiOfitireUf &XA& koL iipiBfi^ 
trtp6v rt 4<rr\, ic«U iv roU irpoufnifitvois 



ob mar* hfworoix^v, &s kirofi*ptfofi4vris 
r^f rod narobs oturias, 6wo7a ra A\Xa 
wdirra fi€pif6fji€ya Kcd rtft»6fA9ifa oif rh 
€Uird itrriv & ical itp\» rfiriB^pai' xtd 
irapaitlyfun-os x^^^ irap^ikh^^ip rh &s 
&irb irvphs iwairrOfiwa vvpii, [&] trtpa 
bp&fiWy oiAlv ikarrovfjiivov ixdvov, i^ 
oZ iyoiipOriveu iroWk 96payreui hXKii rodt' 
rov fi4potrros,—p. 358. [§ 128. p. 221.] 
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illustrates the Catholic doctrine^ manifestly confirms the con^ 
substantiality of the Son. For he says that the Son is begotten 
of the Father, just as fire is kindled of fire. But who will re- 
fuse to allow that the fire which is kindled of another fire is of 
the self-same nature and substance as it ? as Justin himself 
elsewhere in the same Dialogue, in shadowing forth by the same 
metaphor the mode of the generation of the Son, had distinctly 
reminded his reader. These are his words'; *' Just as, in the 
case of fire, we see another produced, that from which the kin- 
dling was made being not diminished, but remaining the same 
as it was ; whilst that which has been kindled of it, itself 
also is seen to exist, without having diminished that of which 
it was kindled.'' When he says here that what is kindled of 
fire itself, is itself fire also, he clearly means to imply that, 
in an analogous way*, the Son of Ood, who is begotten of 
God Himself, is also God in the most absolute sense ^. So 
bright is the light which shines forth from these passages, 
that Petavius, (the very same who accused Justin of Arian- 
ism,) after quoting them in part, subjoins these remarks' ; 
'^ What can be added to this profession of the faith and of 
the Trinity ? or what has been set forth more express, more 
significant, or more effectual, in the assembly of the fathers 
at Nice itself, or after it ? For the formula which was there 
settled, God of God, Light of Light, very God of very God, 
was anticipated so long before by this sentiment of Justin : 
from which the consubstantiality* also is established, that is, 
the communion and identity of substance without any par- 
tition. 

4. We must, however, carefully observe, that Justin, in 
the first passage which we adduced in the preceding para- 
graph out of his Dialogue with Trypho, (and which occurs in 
the 358th page of the work itself,) is professedly impugning 
the heresy of those who were at that time teaching very 
nearly^ the same as was afterwards maintained by Sabellius; 
namely, that^ " The Power which came forth ^ from the Fa- 
ther of all things, and appeared to Moses or Jacob or Abra- 



' 6woioif iir\ irvphs dp&fity HKKo yivS- 
f/L§vo¥, ohit i\arroufi4vov ixtiyov 4^ ot ^ 
fiya^is y4yov€y, h\\k tov ainov fitvov- 
ros, Kot ri 4^ atnov iiya/^^v, xal aM 
6y ^alyfrtu, oIk 4\arrwrcaf 4K€i»o 4^ oZ 
M4»^.— P- 284. [§ 61. p. 58.] 



* Prsfat. in torn. il. Theolog. Dog- 
mat, c. 3. n. 1. 

* [The Oreek words are: yiw^awm 
rivca . . ^xiffKtiv r^y ^{tyafity r^r irofxi 
Tov wetTpiiS rwv Bkwy ^carucay r^ MmO- 



Views similar to Sabellianism impugned by Justin. 139 
hain> is called an angel when He goes forth unto mankind^ book ii. 

CHAP IV 

inasmuch as through Him the Father^s commands are an- § 3/4. ' 
nounced unto them ; but [He is called] Glory, when at any justin M. 
time He is manifested in an incomprehensible splendour^ ; ^ ^oKra- 
and again, [He is called] Man and Human being', when He viuone?) 
is beheld in such forms as the Father wills ; and He is called ' ta^^ <ra2 
the Word, inasmuch as He conveys to men the communica- f^^^* 
tions that are from the Father'. But that that Power is 'r&ivapa 
indivisible and inseparable from the Father, in the same]j^, ^* 
manner as they say that the light of the sun upon the 
earth is indivisible and inseparable from the sun which 
is in the heaven ; and when that sets, the light is carried 
away along with it ; in such wise [they say that] the Fa- 
ther, when He wills, causes His power to go forth from 
Himself, and, when He wills. He withdraws it back into 
Himself/' Now these heretics, as it appears, strove to con- 
firm their heresy by an argument derived from the con- 
fession of the Catholics, who were in the habit of teaching^ ^ docerent 
that the Son is of the same essence with God the Father. 
From that, as it would seem, they framed this sophism ; Either 
the Son is the same with the Father, and not personally dis- 
tinct from Him, or we must say that the divine essence is 
divided into two parts, of which one constitutes the Person of 
the Father, the other that of the Son. This we gather from [184] 
this passage of Justin, by the following very^ evident reason- • satis. 
ing. There were no Catholics who asserted that the divine 
essence is divided; indeed Justin utterly rejects that notion 
as blasphemous : neither did the heretics against whom he 
is arguing assert it, but on the contrary, they laid down 
that the nature of God is unipersonal ^ with the very view * /wfowpS- 
of escaping from such a partition of the divine essence. It ^^^^T^ 
remains, therefore, that those forerunners of Sabellius loaded 



fcaA«i(r0m iy rp wp6s ^wSp^nrovs itpo6^t 
iitti^ 8t' airnis rh irofA. rov warpbs rois 

iif9pa Z4 wort jral AyBprnwov Ka\u<r$m, 
iwtii^ 4v fiop^Ms roiairau <rxiVM<irt^<$- 
/icvos ^cUrcrat, oTsxcp fio6Ker<u 6 warfip' 
Kai. XAyov KokovaWt iir^Mi ica2 rhs irapit 
Tov neerphs dfuKias ipip^i rots htfBpJnoif 
irfirrrov 8c ica2 kx<^i<f^o¥ rov warp6s 
raWripr^v }i{f¥aiii» brdpx^ii'pliyirtp Tp6' 



irov r6 rov ^\lov ^€ur\ ^s M yris cTi^oi 
S,rfifiToy icol kx^pKfToy ivros rov ifidov 
iy r^ oifpay^' ica2| Sror 8v<rp, avyatO'^ 
^4prrai rh ^i* ofhws 6 ineHip, Sror 
/So^Airrot, A^ov<ri, 9{ty€^iy airrov nporji- 
8ay iroitiy koiI, trap fioitKyfrtUf %dXxy 
kyaurriWu %U kavT6y, The Latin ver- 
sion only is given by Bp. Bull ; it has 
been followed in part in the transltr 
Uou.~§ 128. p. 221.] 



140 Unity of Substance compatible, with distinctness of Person. 

OH THB the Catholic doctrine that the Son is begotten of the sub- 
coMsuB- giiiiQ^e q{ the Father, bo as to be a distinct Person firom the 

8TANTIA- 

LiTYOp Father, with the weight of this invidious consequence', 
^""^ *^^' namely, that it would follow firom it that the divine sub- 
w^ur/ia. g^j^j^^ jg^ j^ j|. ^gfg^ ^jui; asunder and divided into two 

parts. Nothing is more certain. Now to meet this piece 
of sophistry, Justin does not deny that the Son is pro- 

> ex. duced of the substance of the Father ; nay, he rather re- 

gards that as an undoubted truth ; but he shews that the 
Son is generated of the Father Himself, and that in such 
a manner as to be a distinct Person from the Father; not 
by a cutting off firom the Father's essence, (according to 
the cavils of the heretics,) but by a simple communication 

' essentijB. of esseucc' ; such, ahnost, as is between fire, which, with- 
out any loss or diminution of itself, produces other fire, 
and the fire itself [thus] produced* This mode of explana- 
tion is also employed by Tatian, the disciple of Justin^ (in 
his Oration against the Greeks,) in the following words ^; 
*' He was generated, however, by division', not by abscission. 
For that which is cut off is separated from the original, but 
that which is divided in voluntarily taking its part in the 
economy, does not impoverish Him from whom it is taken. 
For as from a single torch many fires are kindled, yet the 
light of the first torch is not diminished by reason of the 
many being kindled firom it, so also the Word, [or Reason,] 
proceeding forth firom the Power of the Father, did not 

* iKoyoy, causc Him who generated It to be without Word* [or Kea- 

liiyos. son/'] Now from all that has been said the result is clearly 

[185] this, that the doctrine relating to the consubstantiality of 

the Son, that is. His being produced of the very essence and 

substance of God the Father, was, in the time of Justin, the 

received, fixed, settled, and established doctrine in the Ca- 

* yiyovt Si leori fitpttrfjidy, oh Kar* » [xarh, /itpur/Uy. Bp. Bull trans- 

AiroKoiHiv* rh yiip kirorfi7f0«p rov vp^ lates the words " participatione tdve 

rou «ffx«iptirrai' t^ 8i fitpicrBiv oIkqvO' communicatione/' by participationi or, 

tdas T^v atptffiy itpoaKa&hv obx Mfa in other words, by communication. It 

TOP BBfv tt\frrTtu 'wfiroiiiKfp, Aairtp has been thought better to adopt the 

ydp i,wb fuas BaSbs iydwrercu fi^if irvph same English term as in the transla- 

iroXA^ ri}5 Z\ irp^rfs itxths Hiii r^v tions from Justin : though the word 

l{aif/<r r&v iroW&y 9aiwy oitK i\arroV' fiMpurpAs is obviously used by Tatian 

rcu rh tp&Sf ofhw K<d 6 \Syos wpotKBity in a different sense, as appears by its 

4k rris rou llarphs Zuydfitus oVk SXoyoy being opposed to icar* hroK<nrfiy. Bishop 

vfwolriK* r^v •)fC7CKi}«c^a.— p. 145. [§ Kaye translated it by ** division." Sec 

5. p. 2*7, 248.] his Just. Martyr, p. 162. ed. 1836.] 
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tholic Church : and that the heretics of those days opposed book ii. 
this doctrine by the very same cavils as were afterwards ^\'^l'^/ 
employed by the Arians and other heretics ; and, lastly^ that justin m. 
the Catholics of Justin's age refuted * that sophistry with > diluisse. 
precisely the same answer as the Catholic doctors used in 
silencing the Arians^ after the controversy had been raised 
by Arius touching the doctrine "of One Substance." I 
would have you by all means call to mind what we said 
above in this book^ chap. i. §§ 10^ 11^ 12. 

5. Moreover^ this same Justin^ in his Dialogue with Trypho^ 
shews at great length that Christ, in the Scriptures of the Old 
Testament, is called "God" and "Lord," "the Lord of hosts'," » Domi- 
" the God of Israel ;" that it was He who appeared to Abra- \^^ ''*'*"' 
ham, Moses, and the patriarchs, whom they worshipped as 
their God, and who is by the Holy Ghost dignified' with the* honesta- 
four-lettered name*. Further, those things which are spoken ^"'* 
in these same Scriptures, and especially in the Psalms, of 
the supreme Lord and God of all things, these he proves to 
belong to Christ. Thus, for instance, after quoting that pas- 
sage of David, Psalm xlv. 6, " Thy throne, O God, is for ever 
and ever," &c., he applies it to Christ, agreeing herein with 
the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and the most 
ancient Jewish teachers; and thence concludes that our [186] 
Saviour, koX irpoatcvvrfrov, teal Oeov, "both is to be wor- 
shipped and is God." That conceit had never entered into 
the mind of Justin, (nor indeed of any among the ancient 
Catholics,) by which Erasmus, and after him Grotius, seeks 
to evade the sense of the Psalmist's words, — both of them, 
I know not by what fate, born to disturb^ all the more ^ conTei. 
remarkable passages of Scripture which make for the divi- ^" ^ 
nity of the Son, whilst at the same time themselves ap- 
pear to have acknowledged that doctrine. For Erasmus 
says*, "It may be read*," and Grotius insists that "It»iegi 
ought to be readV' not, "O God, Thy throne is for everf^*"!^^ 
and ever," but, " God Himself is Thy throne for ever and here, 
ever ;" that is to say, God will uphold Thy throne for ever. 
What argument (unhappily ') could have induced these ' malum, 
learned men to try to bring darkness over this clear testi- 

y p. 286, 287, [5 63. p. 160.]. HVn, or Jehoyah.] 

■ [' Nomine tetragrammato ;* that is, * In Not ad Epist. ad Heb. i. S. 



' aneepii. 



142 ErasmttB* and GroHut^ exposition of Heb, i. 8^ refuted, 

ONTRB mony against the Jews and judaizing Christians? '^The 
stantia'- Ctreek expression/* says Erasmus, ^'is capable of two con- 
LiTY OF structions^ ^/* Be it so. Still the meaning and object of the 

The son 

author of the Epistle to the Hebrews is certain and clear, 
from the second and third verses, in which he calls Christ 

* per. the Son of God, through^ whom the worlds were made, the 

Brightness of the Father's Glory, the Express Image of His 

* ch&nu:- Essencc', who upholdeth all things by the word of Hi^ power\ 
•emiar*" This divine glory and majesty of Christ, and His infinite pre- 
^ ▼erbo 8U0 eminence above all angels and the highest orders of created 
potenti. beings, (in opposition, that is, to the Gnostics and other here- 
tics, who commonly made their ^ons and angels and powers 
equal to the Son of God^, which ought to be particularly ob- 
served, otherwise the comparison made with so much pains, be- 
tween Christ [who is] Gx>d, and the angels, who are creatures, 

■ frigida. would secm altogether without point ^) is what the inspired 
author wished to prove in the following verses, down to the 
end of the chapter. If, however, the passage quoted from 
[187] the Psalmist (verses 8, 9) be understood according to the in- 
terpretation of Erasmus and Grotius, how, I ask, does it make 
for the purpose of the author of the Epistle ? And what man 
of sound mind doubts but that, in the verses immediately fol- 
lowing, (i.e. the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth,) the author meant 
to shew, out of the same Psalmist, that Christ is that Lord 
who in the beginning laid the foundation of the earth, and 
with His own hands formed the heaven, who also, when the 
whole fabric of this world fails, will continue to eternity the 
same unchangeable God? Again, suppose that the words 
admit of two constructions, yet certainly the authority of 
the ancients ought to have turned the nicely-balanced scale. 
For Justin does not stand alone on this point; he is encom- 
passed as it were by the whole host of the holy fathers, who all 
68 with one consent take o Seos (God) in this passage as a vo- 
cative ^, as it is frequently employed by the LXX in the Psalms, 
and it is besides a familiar usage in Greek, especially in Attic 
Greek, to put the nominative case for the vocative. The more 
ancient Jews also (however the modem rabbis may trifle) in- 
terpreted this passage of the Psalmist just as we Christians do j 

* Vid. Poll Syn. CriL in Heb. i. 8. ' Cf. Coloss. ii. 8—10, 18, 19. 

— BowYER. * [Vid. Luc. xviii. 18.] 



JustifCs exposition of Is, xi. 2. 143 

AquilA^ at any rate^ according to the testimony of Jerome, book it. 
rendered the original D^n^« by the vocative GeL And what ^§ ^^'g^* 
Origen* relates is worthy to be remarked, that he once jJ^stin m. 
pressed a Jew, who was esteemed a wise man amongst his 
people, closely with this testimony; and that he, being nn- 
able to escape from the difficulty, answered as became a Jew, 
that is to say, that these words, " Thy throne, O God, is for 
ever and ever, a sceptre of righteousness^ is the sceptre of *direc- 
Thy kingdom,^' referred to the God of the universe ; whilst *'°"*"' 
the passage, '* Thou hast loved righteousness, and hated ini-< 
quity," &c., referred to the Messiah. That learned Jew, you 
see, though fully prepared and ready to escape by any other 
way whatever, never even dreamt of the conceit of Erasmus 
and Grotius, that God is the throne of the Messiah. At the 
same time we accept from Grotius his concession, that ''for 6 [188] 
0€os the Hebrew is Q^nSx ; a name which is wont to be ap- 
plied both to angels and judges, when more than one ; but 
when it is applied to one only, as here, it belongs to God 
alone, because it is then an elliptical expression or D^n^K ^n^K 
God of gods.'' . This however is a digression. I return to 
Justin. 

6. There is another passage of our author well worthy of 
notice ; it occurs later in the same dialogue'. Trypho here 
interprets the testimony of Isaiah, '* There shall come forth a 
Branch out of the root of Jesse, and the Spirit of God shall 
rest upon Him,'' of Christ, as indeed he was bound to do, and 
then puts this question to Justin on the subject of that testi- 
mony; *' You both affirm that He was previously in being as 
God, and also affirm that according to the counsel and will* J.^e c^""- 
of God, having been made flesh. He was bom man through the luntate. 
Virgin ; how [then] can He be proved to have been previously 
in being who is being fulfilled through the powers of the 
Holy Spirit, which the word enumerates through Isaiah, as 
though He were wanting in these ?" To this question Justin 
replies thuss; ''Your enquiry is most sensible and intelli- 

« Contr. Cels. i.p. 43. [§ 56, p. 371.] KorapiB/AMit 6 Xiryos 8<i^ 'Htf-cUov, trXn- 

' ata2 0c^y oinhp irpoinrcCpx^'^'* ^^' povrcui its M^^s roirwv l^d^9»9* — 

7cir, Kol Kwrh tV fiovX^ tov Bcov trap- p. 814. [§ 87. p. 184J 
itowoiff$4tfTa tdrrhp X^cit 8i& rijs ira^ 9 wow^x^^^^"^^ f*^ '^^ ovwrrArara 

04rov 7C7«r^9ai &^p«nroy, w&s d6yarcu ^pc^nitraf ' ^tfB&s yhp h,ir6pniiiia 8o«c« 

&iro8cix6^yflu itpovwipx*'^* Zffris 8i& rdv civai' ksX tva f^s icai rhv irtpl roinmp 

Zvrdfitmtf rw vrtCfiaros rov ieyiov, &f K&yoy, (Uovt £y h4ym, ra^as riis Kori}- 



144 Exposition, though erroneous, evidences his right belief, 

0NTR8 gent; for, in truth, there does appear to be a difficulty^ 
sTANTiA- Hear, however, what I have to say, in order that you may see 
LiTT OF the account to be given of these points also. With respect 
^THE soy. ^^ these powers of the Holy Spirit which are enumerated, 
' '''"***■ the word says that they have come upon Him, not as imply- 
ing that He was wanting in them, but that they were about 
to make their rest on Him, that is, to terminate in Him, so 
that no longer, as in the days of old, were prophets to arise 
in your nation. Which you may see even with your own 
eyes, for after Him hath no prophet at all arisen amongst 
[189] you.'* I own that Justin's interpretation of the prophet's 
words is a strange one ; for it is obvious to all that they are 
to be explained as referring to the man Christ, enriched, be- 
yond all others, with the gifts of the Holy Ghost. At the 
same time it is clear from this place that Justin held that 
this was to be taken as a certain and settled point, that the 
Son of God, as being [Himself] very God, is, in His own 
nature, most complete and perfect, wanting in nothing, and 
having no need at any time even of the gifts of the Holy 
Ghost Himself. For Trypho's argument is plainly this ; He 
'▼enis that is very God* cannot possibly be wanting in any thing; 
but Christ, according to the testimony of Isaiah, was wanting 
in the gifts of the Holy Ghost ; therefore Christ is not very 
God, as you, Justin, maintain. Justin admits the major 
premiss, but denies the minor, and that on good grounds ; 
for the dispute between himself and Trypho was concerning 
Christ as God; although, as I have already said, he inter- 
prets the passage of Isaiah incorrectly. If, on the other 
hand, Justin had held the same view as Arius, he might most 
easily and without any trouble have replied to Trypho, that 
there is nothing absurd in laying down that the Son of God 
was wanting in the grace of God ; and was capable of im- 
> et in me- provemeut', inasmuch as He is a creature, and made God by 
^e^e^o°t^' *^op*^^^' Certainly Arius did not hesitate to say openly 
isse. that the Son of God was liable to change and alteration, and 

piBfii^fiiyas rou vrtifueros Zwii^u, oljf 0ai, tov ^triKiri ir r^ y4pti vfutp Kwrk 

its Mmovs ainov tq^w¥ tvrost ^aXw & rh irdKaihv f$os irpo^ytiras ytrfiaurBcu. 

\6yoi iir^XiiXvBtyeu iw* ainhrf &\A' &s tirtp Koi Ht^ti iyiiv iSctv itm* fier* tK^ufow 

iw* iKfiwow iufdirawru> /AcAAo^trwy irotci- yiip oifMs Z\»s TcptHp^frris rap* bfiw ye^ 

aBait TOvriffrWf ii^ ahrov rdptu woiua- ydvrfTOL — [Ibid.] 



The Epistle to Diognetus ; written by Justin, 145 
was, by reason of ^ the freedom of His will, capable of virtue book ii. 

CHAP IV 

and vice; as is manifest from the epistle of Alexander ad- ^ 6,7. 



dressed to his brethren, catholic bishops^ throughout the Justin M. 
world^, and from the synodical letter of the Nicene fathers, p^^J 
and lastly, from the Nicene Creed itself. If, however, Justin • co-epit- 
had made this reply, he would have completely overthrown ^^^ 
his own previous argument ; inasmuch as in that he is wholly 
intent on proving, that our Saviour is very Ood, and to be 
worshipped. 

7. In another place also, I mean in the Hortatory Address 
to the Greeks', Justin observes, that He who appeared to 
Moses in the bush, (whom he uniformly declares to have 
been the Son of God,) speaks of Himself as the '^ I am,'' [rov 
ovra), and then he expressly remarks, that this designation 
" belongs to the ever-existing God,'* (t^ ael ovri 0€^ irpocr- 
TjKeiv). We shall adduce the passage entire in a nfore fitting 69 
place, that is, in the following book, concerning the co-eter- 
nity of the Son. To this we must add a very illustrious 
passage of Justin, contained in his admirable epistle to Dio- 
gnetus. That this epistle is a genuine work of our author, is 
not doubted (so far as I am aware) by any learned man of 
the present day; hence Scultetus classes it amongst those 
writings which are by common consent attributed to Justin. 
The objection raised by Sandius^, that Bellarmine did not 
even enumerate this epistle in the list of Justin's works, is 
altogether frivolous ; forasmuch as it is plain that Bellarmine 
followed Robert Stephens' edition of the works of Justin, 
printed at Paris in the year 1551, in which the Address 
to the Greeks, and the Epistle to Diognetus are omitted. 
Afterwards, however, in the year 1592, these works were 
edited separately by Robert Stephens' son, Henry, ac- 
companied with a Latin version of his own and copious 
annotations. Hence the Address to the Greeks too, as 
it was wanting in Robert Stephens' edition, is also omit- 
ted in Bellarmine's catalogue. Its genuineness, however, 
will not be doubted of by any one who shall read it attea- [191] 
tively, and compare it with Justin Martyr's other writings. 
But with respect to the epistle to Diognetus, Frederick 

^ Vide Socr&t. H. £., i. 6, and 9. length iii. 2. 2.] 

< pp. 19, 20. [§ 21. p. 22. quoted at ^ De Script EccL, p. 20. 
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146 Testimony from the Epistle to Diognetus, distinctly 

Sylburg' has justly remarked^ that, when compared with his 
other works, it will be found to breathe the »pirit of Justin, and 
to haye many points in common with the reat c£ his writings. 
But what need is there to say much? Sandiua himself in 
another place ( Enucl, Hist. EccL p. 76,) recognises this epistle as 
the genuine work of Justin. Let us now recite the very full 
testimony which we undertook to produce out (^ this epistle. It 
ia as follows ■" : <' The Almighty and all-creating and inyisible 
God Himself hath Himself from heaven established" the Truth 
and the holy and incomprehensible Word amongst men ; and 
hath fixed It in their hearts ; not, as one might suppose^ by 
sending unto men a minister— either angel, or prince, or any 
one of those who order things on earth, ix any <^ those to 
whom hath been entrusted thd administration of things in 
heaven; but thx vs&y FaAKB» anu Creatoh of the universe 
Himself; by Whom He founded the heavens^ by Whom He 
shut in the sea within its proper bounds ; Whose mysteries 
all the elements do fitithfolly observe ; &om Whom [the sun] 
Iiath® received to observe the due measures ol the course of 
the day ; Whom the moon obeys when He bids her shine by 
night; Whom the stars obey as they follow the course of the 
moon; by Whom all things have been arranged, and det^*- 
mined, and placed in due subjeetion, the heavens and all that 
is in the heavens, the earth and all that is in the earth, the sea 
and all that is in the aea, fire, air, and the abyss; all that is 
in the heights above, aU that is in the depths beneath, and all 



^ In a Bote to pa^e 501. t. 43. of tbe 
works of Justin. 

" oJtnhs 6 mrroKpdrwff kou wamo- 
Kritmis fca2 i6paros Bc^s, a^hs &«-' «&< 
peiy&y r^y &A^detay fra2 rhy k6yoy rhy 
iyioy Kot ikW9pty6riroy kyOp^wots iytHpu^ 
T(u, Kcd iyKarttrr'fipi^i reus KopJUuii aat- 
rw¥' oh KoBdirtp &y ris c<ic(i<rctcy, &y- 
BpAirois &mrip4T7fy rwk ir^i^ar, ^ &77«- 
kovt -^ ipxovra, fj riyii r&y &cir<(vr«v t& 
MytiOt ^ Tivh rS^y trfwiirrtvpidytgy riif 
iy obpayoit SioiM^ffffts* dXX* altrhy thy 
rtjcyiniy ical Srifiiovpyhy rSev 8\o»v* ^ 
Tohs ohpayohs Hktutw f r}iy ddkcurtray 
Uiois tipois iviK\9VTw. oS th fwvriipta 
TFiirT&s wdyra ^i;\<£(r(r€iTA trroix*^*'^' '"''H"* 
oZ T& A^po '^^'^ ^' iifA^pas 9p6futy cf- 
X^T^c fpuKdffirtiy $ vtiBapx^^ (rcA^ni, 
yvicrl ^aiyfiy ^e\f ^orrt* f -rcitfopx^r rjk 
iarpat r^ r^s (TfA^ifs imoXouBoyyra 
hp6fJL^ f ireCyra tiarirwtroi koX Bi^pi* 



wrtu fcai diror^cucToa, obptufol KOt t^ i» 
oifpoMOis' 7q fro] ra iy rf y^' $dKaa'<ra 
KcA rii ip rft Oafidoirp' trvpf &^ ikfiwoffos, 
r& iy H^efrif rk iy 0ii9c<ri, rh iy r^ ^c~ 
To^^' rovToy irphsaiiTobs i.^iarruXty ipd 
ytt As kyBpAnuy Hy rtt XtyiaMt^ M 
Tvpayyiti, koIX <f>6fi^, Ka2 KaTowK^u ; 06 
fitpovy &\A' iy iirittml^{Kat) vpa^rtfri, 
ifs fiwrtktht itifAWwy vlhy fiaai\ia IWc/l> 
^cy* &s Sfhy ifirc/ii^cy' &s trphs hyQp^^ 
wvr fw^fA^^y &9 (rc6i«M^ IWc/m^cv* ic.t.X. 
—Justin, Kpist ad Diog., p. 498. [§ 7. 
p. 237.] 

■ iyApvroif otherwise read iyl9pww, 
* Stephens remarks, that the word 
fiXios (the snn) is wantinf; before fflXiy^r, 
or after ^Kdinrttp, Perhaps, however, 
instead of ctXij^c ipuKda<r«iy, (hath 
received to observe,) we ought to read 
^AMf pvkdaa^t, (the sun obeerves.) 



implying our Lord^s Divinity; compared with Phil, ii. 6. 147 

that is in the region that lies between. This One sent He onto book n. 
them. Was it then^ as any one of men might suppose^ for ^"g^'y '^' 
despotic sway, and fear, and terror? In no wise; but rather, Justin m. 
in clemency and meekness; even as a King sending His 
Son, a King, He sent Him ; as God^ He sent Him ; as imto 
men He sent Him; as willing to save He sent Him." A [192] 
passage most worthy of all attention, as admirably describ- 
ing the profound mystery of the redemption of man, and as 
also affording the means of setting right^ all the passages in > medeiam. 
which the holy writer may seem to speak with too little [193] 
honour of the Son of Gk)d. So far, however, as relates to 
our present purpose, what could have been said more distinct 
than this in defence of the true divinity of the Son against 
the blasphemy of Arius? Justin expressly denies that the 
Word, or Son of Qt)d, is a minister {ymjp&rqv), or creature, 
(for these two words are equivalent, as I have several times 
observed, and as, indeed, is of itself evident enough ;) call- 
ing Him incomprehensible and the very Framer and Creator of 
aU things, on whose wiU depends, and by whose power is 
upheld the whole fabric of the universe, whether of heaven or 
of earth ; and to whom all creatures, of what rank soever, 70 
are in subjection and obedience, as unto their Author, their 
God, and their Lord. He says also that He was sent into 
this world as a King by a King, as God by God ; that is in 
effect, the Son, a King, [sent] by the Father, a King ; the 
Son, God, [sent] by the Father, God*». I have observed 
above', that the passage of S. Paul to the Philippians, ii. 6, &c., 
and a parallel passage' in Clement's epistle to the Corin- * ei gemi- 
thians, receive very clear light from this passage of Justin 
Martyr, as they in turn throw light on it ; whether I made 
that assertion rashly^ or not, the intelligent* reader will now • temere. 
be able to judge. What is said by Paul concerning Christ * ^ordatus. 
before His humiliation', that He then subsisted "in Wi^^Kivwrof, 
form of God,*' and by Clement, that He was " the sceptre j^g o™^ ^' 
of the Majesty of God,'* this Justin so sets forth, as to Himseic* 
say that Christ in that state was ''not a minister of God,'' 

' That is to say, who is beneficent [" God is love."] 

and kindly in His nature, and full of ^ [There is more on this passage in 

love to mankind. See Clement of Alex- Bp. Bull's reply to 6. Gierke, § 2f). — 

andria, Psdag. p. 109. [p. 131.] p. B.] 

113, [135.] and compare 1 John iv. S. ' See of this book cb. 3. § 4. 

l2 



148 Passage from Justin on the objects of Christian worship ; 

ON THE (inasmuch as He had not yet assumed the form of a servant, 
stantia" ®^ ^^ other words, a created nature,) but "the Lord and 
LiTY OF Creator of the universe Himself/' What Paul says, that 

THE SON. 



Christ afterwards " took the form of a servant, and was made 
man ;'' the same is [in effect] said by Justin, when he de- 
clares that the Word, or Son of God, being sent from heaven, 
[194] '^ was placed amongst men/' Lastly, what Paul teaches, that 
Christ, when He came into the world, " did not make a dis- 
> non yen- play of ^ His equality with God the Father, but emptied Him- 
ditasse. ggif.'* what Clement also says, that "Christ came not in 
the boasting of pride and arrogancy, although it was in His 
power [so to have come], but in humility;" the same is 
meant by Justin, when he adds that the Word and Son of 
God was not sent into the world by the Father " in despotic 
sway, and fear, and terror :" that is, not with a display of the 
'tremende dreadful majesty of His Godhead', but ^'with clemency and 
tM^'di?*'' nieekness, as one who was sent unto men." Certainly no 
vinte. more apt comparison of passages can be imagined. 

8. I will conclude my citations out of Justin with a pas- 
sage taken from his second Apology, so-called, in which the 
holy martyr explicitly acknowledges a perfect Trinity of 
divine Persons, who ought conjointly to be adored with 
the same religious worship, and who alone, to the exclu- 
sion of all created beings, are worthy of that kind of adora- 
tion. For in this passage Justin replies to the heathen, 
who accused the Christians of atheism for repudiating the 
worship of idols, that they are not atheists, forasmuch as, 
though they do despise and set at nought the gods of the 
Grentiles, falsely so called and accounted, yet they do most 
• unum et religiously worship and reverence One true* God, in three 
▼erum. digtinct Persons*. His words are these" : " We confess, in- 

* tnbus . 

personis deed, that in respect of such supposed gods we are atheists, 
distinctum. |j^^ ^^^ j^ respect of the most true God, the Father of righte- 

ousness and temperance and all other virtues, in Whom is 
no admixture of evil. But we worship and adore both Him, 
and His Son, Who came fit)m Him, (and hath taught us 

* icoi hyjoKoriovyuiv rS»v toiovtw vofii- ita2 Md^avra 4ifias ravra koDl rhv 

fofi4y»y $€&¥ &6«o( cTvcu' &AV o{t)(\ rod rw AMmv iirofiiimv koL 4^ofioiovpL4rt»)^ 

&Xt}6c0T<iroV| Koi Tlarphs iiKotoar^yrif kyaB&v itryylXMV trrparhv^ trytdfid re rh 

ica2 awppoaiyris Ka2 r&y i\Ko»y hprrwy^ TpoprrriKhv aefi6fi€$a xai trpoeKvyovfify^ 

i»€irifiiieTov TC Ktuclas 8coS' &A\* iKU- \6yip Ktd iikviBtia riftAyrfs, — p. 56. 



yiyrt, Ka2 rhy vap* aitrov viby iKBoyra, [ApoL i. 6. p 



.47.] 



wrongly understood to imply the worship of Angels. 149 
[respecting]* these things and [respecting] the host of the bookh. 

CHAP IV 

other good angels^ who follow Him and are made like iinto ^ 7/3, ' 



Him,) and the prophetic* Spirit, honouring Them in reason^ Justin M. 
and truth/' From this passage, indeed, Bellarmine endea^ 'sanctum, 
vours to establish the religious adoration of angels; which a ratione, 
inference of his, (if it be valid,) will entirely subvert t^ie argu- ^*** ^e™- 
xnent which I have derived from this place, in favour of the L1^5J 
true divinity of the Son and the Holy Ghost. That is to say, 
Bellarmine, after the words, hthd^avra fifias ravra, (" Who 
hath taught us [respecting] these things,") inserts a stop', and * diBtinc- 
reads ; '^ But we worship and adore both Him and His Son, ^^^ "°" 
who came from Him, and hath taught us these things; and 
the host of the other good angels, who follow Him and are 
like unto Him, and the Holy Ghost,'' &c. But Scultetus^ 
kindled with just indignation^, meets him with this severe and * ardore. 
acute reply : " But what reason," he says, " does he adduce for 
this little note of punctuation, devised in the Boman Ly- 
C8eum? He adduces none; therefore we reject the sophis- 
tical comma' of Perionius. Justin uniformly teaches, that * incisum. 
the Son hath revealed all things, and even God Himself, to 
us ; in this passage he adds, that by Him we have also been 
instructed concerning the ministry of angels. Was then 
this to be' dissevered from its context by the Jesuitical 
clause*, that so by the suffi*age of Justin also the supersti- * articulo 
tious worship of angels might be established? You did not ^""^"^ 
perceive, sycophant, that if your little stop were admitted, 
the Holy Ghost would (contrary to the uniform tenor of [196] 
Justin's views ^ be made inferior to the angels, inasmuch ' perpc- 
as He would have to be worshipped only in the fourth place, tiilj^ycn-*" 
Had you turned over a single page, you would have seen «um- 
the clouds which obscure the present passage, dispelled by 
the very clear light of another place*, where he teaches, 
that the Father is worshipped by Christians in the first place, 
the Son in the second, and the Holy Ghost in the third; 
not that the angels are worshipped in the place next to the 
Son, nor even in the fourth place, nor in the fifth. You should 
have consulted the Dialogue with Trypho, as it is entitled, 

' [Id translating this passage Bp. dium of Justin Martyr's doctrine, chap. 

Bull's rendering has necessarily been 18. 

adhered to.] ' [See § IS. pp. 60, 61.] 

■ Medulla Patruni, in the compen- 



150 Bp. BulVs construction and explanation of the passage. 



ON THE and you would have found it proved from the divine wor- 



C0N8UB- 



* adoraa- 

dOB. 



8TANTIA- ship* paid to Him^ that the Angel who appeared to Lot was 
LiTY OF j^Q Sqi^ Qf Qq^ . ^hich proof would have had no force, 

THE SON 

, — - — T~ on the supposition of worship" heing paid to angelic crea- 
rationis. tures/' To this you may add^ what indeed ought to be espe- 
• adoratio. cially noticed^ that in those very words of Justin^ from which 
^^ Bellarmine wished to educe' the adoration of angels^ angels 
per&^" ' *^® expressly called following or attendant^ spirits* [roifs hro- 
^ sequentea fiivovsi), (he calls them ministers^ {yirqpiras), in the passage 
fantwir""' J"^^ ^^^ adduced from the epistle to Diognetus, wherein also 
he excepts from the number and rank of ministers, the Son 
of God, as he does both the Son and the Holy Ohost, in this 
passage,) whence it follows that they are in no wise to be 
Worshipped*. But, you will ask, with what view is the men- 
tion of our being taught respecting the ministry of the good 
angels by the Son of God, parenthetically inserted when he 
is speaking of the Son? My reply is, that the parenthesis 
has reference (and I wish the reader to note this carefrLlly)to 
what had immediately preceded in the same passage of 
Justin j Justin had asserted that Socrates was put to death by 
wicked men, at the instigation of the devil, as being an 
atheist and an impious man, because he maintained that we 
are to worship the One true God alone, putting away the idols 
of the Gentiles as demons, that is, as evil spirits, enemies to 
God \ then he adds, that precisely the same had happened 
to Christians. His words are • : *' And in like manner in 
our case do they effect the same ; for not only among the 
Greeks were these things proved [against them], by a 
word, through Socrates, but among barbarians also, by the 
Word Himself, having assumed a [bodily] form, and become 
man, and been called Jesus Christ. In Whom believing, we 
declare that the demons, who did such things, not only are 
not upright beings^, but are evil and unholy spirits, who in 



[197] 



" That is, a metaphorical expression 
derived from the servants (pedissequi, 
'* lackeys/') who are accustomed to fol- 
low their masters. 

* leol 6nol»s i<f>* ^fi&p rh atnh irtp' 

Tot'f l^h \Ayov ii\4yx9fi ravra, &AA& 



icol *Ii|0roG Xpiarov KKrfi4rros. f rti- 
oBivrts ilfiMis rohi ravra wpd^airras Bol- 
fiovas oh iiAvov f*,^ 6pBobt cTroi ^0/1^^^ 
&AX^ KOKobs Koi iiifoa-lovs 8a/fu»mf, ot 
oh^h Tott iptriiy roBowriy ivBpJtwoa 
ria rpd^tu dfiolas Ixomti. — [Ibid.] 
^ Grabe in his Adversaria reads 0€o^t> 

BOWYER. 



Divine worship not to be given to any created beings. 151 

their actions are not even like such men as are seeking book ii. 
after virtue/' Now, after he had said that by the faith of g'g. 
Christ we had been instructed to shun the worship of wicked Justin m. 
angels, he most appositely adds immediately after, in the 
parenthesis we are speaking of, that by the same Christ we 
have also been instructed concerning other, that is, good, 
angels, as concerning spirits, who along with ourselves do 
service to God, and consequently are not by any means to 
be worshipped; so that the words in the parenthesis are 
altogether to be construed and expounded to this effect; 
'' Who hath taught us these things, namely, what had gone 
before, about not worshipping the wicked angels, and also 
about the host of holy angels, which do service to God and 
imitate His goodness/' The sum of the matter is this ; We 
have been instructed by Christ as well respecting wicked as 
good angels ; of the wicked [we have been taught] that they 
are evil spirits and rebels against God, and therefore worthy 
rather of execration than of adoration; of the good, that 
they are spirits which serve and obey God, and after their 
own poor measure imitate His goodness; and so not even 
they are to be worshipped^. This passage, consequently, is [198] 
so far from making at all in favour of Bellarmine and the 
Papists, that, on the contrary, it furnishes an invincible argu- 
ment against the religious worship of angels ; and most clearly 
shews, that, according to the mind of the primitive Chris- 
tians, a worship^ of that kind ought not to be paid either to ^ cultus. 
angels or to any order of beings who serve and wait upon 
God, (that is to say, to any order of created beings,) but unto 
the most Holy Trinity alone. Who created all things, and 

* Justin, howerer, in the words Bull ; Cave and Waterland with Orahe ; 

which have thus far been explained, [hy Bp. Kaye (On Justin Martyr, p. 52. 

Bp. Bull in the text,] rather means note 7,) construes the clause as Bel- 

that Christ manifested, or more clearly larmine does, and suggests that the 

revealed, to the angels, as well as to heavenly host are mentioned subordi* 

men, the justice and the other attri- nately, and that the words jcol rbr . . . 

butes of God the Father ; as I have arparhv are equivalent to /act^ rod . . . 

said in my notes on this passage of Jus- (rrpeerovt Justin having in his mind 

tin, p. 11. of my edition, and proved the glorified state of Christ, sur- 

from parallel words out of Irenaeus. rounded by the host of heaven ; and he 

(yrabe. [The Benedictine editor re- quotes, in confirmation of this view, 

jects both these interpretations — Bull's passages from Justin. Others, who 

and Grabe's — and strongly contends adopt the mode of construction which 

thatJustin's words speak of the worship Bull mentions as Bellarmine's, shew 

of angels. Bull has more on this point that it does not involve the assertion 

in his answer to G. Clerke, $ 20. — B.] that the angels were worshipped with 

[he Nourry and others agree with Bp. the worship given to God.] 



152 Teaiimaniea from Aihenagoras, on the relation 

ON THE uuto Whom all things are suhject, the Father, Son, and Holy 

.T°* «'*iV Ghost ; a statement which entirely overthrows the inventions 

LiTT OP of the Arians also, and of all other anti-trinitarians. For the 

rest, those passages of Justin, which some have imagined to 

be inconsistent with these, we shall afterwards consider in 

our own fourth book, on the subordination of the Son to the 

Father. I fear however that I may there omit one passage 

objected by Sandius, that, I mean, in which Justin is said to 

have taught, that the Son of God is "a created angel!" 

Let the reader, however, be assured that such a passage is 

no where found in the writings of Justin ; but that Sandius, 

shamelessly, as his way is, has falsely attributed it to the 

most holy martyr. I now pass on from Justin to other 

fathers. 

1 Lega- 9. Athenagoras^, in his Apology^ for the Christians, 

most explicitly acknowledges the community of nature and 

essence which exists between the Father and the Son ; for, 

with the view of explaining to the heathen philosophers, who 

[199] that Son of Grod is, whom the Christians worship, he says' : 

> \iyot ''But the Son of God is the Word' of the Father, in idea and 

Irtwf* ^ operation. For by Him' and through Him were all things 

* irp^s ob' made, the Father and the Son being One ; and, the Son being 
'^^^' in the Father, and the Father in the Son, by the unity 

and power of the Spirit': the Son of God is the mind and 

• yovs Ka\ Word* of God.*' What Arian ever spoke thus of the Son of 
^^os, God? He says, that the Father and the Son are one; and 
» consensu, that not only by an agreement of will*, as the Arians con- 

72 tended ; but by a mutual 7r€/}ft;^(wpi;<rt9, " circuminceasione/' as 
the schoolmen express it, so that the Son is in the Father and 
the Father in the Son. He says, that the Son is the very Mind 
and Word of God the Father ; in what sense this is to be un- 
derstood we shall explain afterwards^ ; meanwhile it is certain 
that it cannot in any sense be reconciled with the Arian 
doctrine. Nor must we overlook the fact that Athenagoras, 
in treating of the work of creation, which in the Scriptures 

' Athenagoras floarished about the vl^, iySryrri xai 9wd/i€i nvt^fiaros, wovs 

year 177. Cave. — Bowyer. icci^ \6yos rod irarpbt 6 vlhs rov Btcv, — 

• itW* iffrw 6 vl6s rov Btov XS-^os p. 10. ad calcem Just. Mart. edit. 

rod irarphs 4w lB4a koI ivrpyttc^ vphs Paris. 1615. [§ 10. p. 286, 287.] 

avTov yhp kq)L ZC wnov TcCrra iyivrrot ' [The words are so understood by 

Ms 6vros rod rroxphs ica2 rov vlov' tv- Bp. Bull, ii. 3, 14.] 

ros tk rov vlov iv war pi, xol warphs iv * Book III. 5. § 4 — 6. 
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is attributed to the Son of God^ teaches^ that the universe book n. 
was created^ not only hi avrov, "through** the Son, which ^j^g^'i^ 
the Arians were willing to allow, (understanding, of course, Athen a7^ 
' through Him* to mean, through Him as an instrument, oo^^s. 
which of itself has no power to do any thing,) but also irpo9 
avTov **, " by Him,*' that is, as, conjoined with the Father, 
the primary efficient cause ; and that with the addition of [200] 
this reason, that the Father and the Son are one^, in essence, > aimm 
that is to say, and nature, and consequently in power^ and ope- ""^ 
ration ; which is diametrically opposed to the Arian heresy. 
Presently after, however, in the same passage, Athenagoras 
distinctly denies, that the Son in the beginning came forth 
from the Father to create all things '^ as made,** {w yevofie- 
vov) or created by God, [a denial] which aims a deadly blow'^ juguium 
at the Arian blasphemy. We shall hereafter bring forward {|5*""^ ^*** 
the passage entire, in our third book*. A few words after 
he makes a full confession of the consubstantial* Trinity, in ^rr^shuoou- 
these words'^; "Who then would not think it strange, to^^"^'^* ' 
hear us called atheists, who speak of God the Father and God 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost, shewing both Their power in 
unity and Their distinction in order?** Parallel to this is the 
exposition of the view of Christians touching the most holy 
Trinity, which he advances elsewhere in the same^ book, 
conceived in the following terms : " We speak of God, and 
the Son His Word, and the Holy Ghost, being one^ indeed > ipo(>ti.tva. 
in power, the Father, the Son, and the Spirit*: in that the > Spiritum 
Son is the Mind, Word, Wisdom, of the Father, and the I'^J^ ''™- 
Spirit an effluence^, as light fipom fire.** Where he y^ry t i^ir6ppoM. 
plainly enough infers that the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost are one God, from this, that there is one only foun- 



^ [ *' I dislike this reading very much. 
For it is not (as the learned Bull 
thought) equivalent to 6ir' aWov : nor 
can any instance be brought forward in 
which all things are said to have been 
created vf^s toD xAyoVf instead of, what 
is very oflen used, inrh tov KAyov, If, 
however, we read -rp6f atnhv, a very 
good meaning will come out, that is to 
say, that all things were created ' after' 
the Word, that is, after the pattern 
delineated in the Word ; ' omnia secun- 
dum Verbum, sive secundum exem- 
plar in Verbo^descripturo creata esse.' " 



Edit Benedict.— B.] 

' Chap. V. 2. 

^ rli odv ovK iiv iatop^ircut Xiyovras 
Bfhv TTordpa koI vlbv Bthv Kod irv€Vfia 
iyiov, ZtiKviyras axnutv Koi t^v iv rn 
ivttKTti 8il/ya/i<y, KoX T^y iy Tp r^ct Sim- 
pc<rty, &ico^frat iL$4ovs Kokovfidyous. — ^p. 
11. [p. 287.] 

' Sthv ^>afxly, KflU vl6y rhy Xiyov ah- 
TOV, ical irycu/xa X7101', kyo^fiwafAy Karbi 
^^yofiiv^rhy rardpai rhy vlhyt rh vytvfAa' 
trt yovs, \6yos, ffo^ia vlbs rov rarphsf 
Kol iLirSppoia, &s 4>iis i,irh irvp6s, rh 
TycD/io.— p. 27. [§ 24. p. 302.] 



154 The Word and Spirit distinguithed from the Angels. 

ON THB tain of Deity, namely the Father, from whose essence^ the 
taVtiV. Son and the Holy Ghost are derived, and that in snch wise, 
LiTY OP ag that the Son is the \6yo9i [Word or Wisdom,] from ever- 
lasting existing and springing out of the very mind of the 



THE BON. 



' ex ctguB - <■ ^ . A 1 • t_ 11 

essentia. Father, (for that this was Athenagoras^ meaning we shall 

201 clearly prove hereafter,) and that the Holy Ghost also flows 

3 ex Ipso forth and emanates from God the Father Himself', (through 
Deo Patre. ^^^ g^j^^ ^^^^ ^ ^ gj^y^ ^ ^g j^^^g shewn above,) as light 

proceeds from fire. In passing you may observei how com- 
pletely Athenagoras acknowledged the consubstantiality of 
the Holy Ghost, equally with that of the Son. This divine 
^iLfiitrm. philosopher, however, immediately* proceeds in the same 
passage to mention the angels, whom he styles eripa^ t%wa^ 
lieis, ''powers, other and different from'' the Father, the 

* longis- Son^ and the Holy Ghost ; inasmuch as they are very far* 

removed from that uncreated nature in which the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghost have their subsistence. On this 
account he soon after expressly says, that the angels were 
''made'^ by God (yeuofiivovsi). As for those passages which 
Petavius, Sandius, and others have produced out of Athe- 
nagoras as favourable to Arianism, we shall afterwards (in 
the third book " on the co-eternity of the Son) shew, that 
they have been alleged by them to no purpose. And indeed, 
respecting the other Fathers of the first three centuries, I 
once for all inform my reader, that whatever passages alleged 
out of them by sophists in support of Arianism, I have passed 
over in this book, these I have carefully weighed elsewhere, 
either in that third book, or in the fourth, on the subordi- 
nation of the Son, and, if I mistake not, have given a clear 
account of them. And thus much concerning Athenagoras. 
10. We have already" heard Tatian declaring, that the 
Son is begotten of QoA the Father, ov xar airoKoirffv, " not 
by an abscission,^' aXXa Kara fiepiarfiov, '' but by a participa- 

• [or"di- tionV or communication of the Father's essence, just as 
see above, ^^® ^® ^ lighted from another ; now this, as we at the time 
p. 140.] shewed, clearly shews the consubstantiality of the Son. 

[202] Theophilus of Antioch® in his books addressed to Autoly- 

^ Chapter y. throaghout • Theophilus was promoted to the 

" See the fourth section of this chap- Bishopric of Antioch, circa an. 168. 
ter, [p. 140.] Cave.— fiowYER. 



Theophilua^ distinct testimony of the Trinity. 155 
cus^ wliich alone out of his numerous writings are extant at book "• 

CHAP IV 

this day, has some passages which remarkably confirm the §9/10. 
catholic doctrine. Thus in the second book?; " The Word Theophi- 
being God, and^ bom of God," {Oeds &v o \6y09, xal i/e Oeov J*^'* 
ir€if>vK{09 :) in which words he infers that the Son is God, "as being." 
from the circumstance that He is bom of God Himself^ ; that ®^^ 
is, according to the rule which I have elsewhere' given from 
Irenseus^; ''Whatsoever is begotten of God, is God," (to ix 
Oeov y€Pvr)0h Oeos iart,) Theophilus had shortly before 
informed us, that by the Son of God we must doubtless 
understand '' the Word, which exists perpetually laid up in 
the heart of God," {top X070J/, top opra hiairapros ipSidOerop 
ip KapSia Seov^) manifestly implying, that the Son has an 
eternal subsistence in the very essence of God the Father. 
That Theophilus also recognised the entire most Holy Trinity, 
is clear from those words of his in which he teaches, that the 
three days, which preceded the creation of the sun and the 
moon, were types " of the Trinity, that is, of God, and of His 
Word, and of His Wisdom," {rrjs rptdSos^ rov Seov, xal rov 
\6yov avTov, Kal rijs cro<f>ia9 aurov^J) It is true that Peta* 
vius, who seems to have read the writings of the primitive 
fathers for the very purpose of finding or making blemishes' * nsvos. 
and errors in them, endeavours from these very words of 
Theophilus to construct a charge against that excellent father. 
His words are these^: ''Theophilus' explanation of the 
Trinity is widely different from what the Christian confession 
of It allows ; seeing that he calls those three days, which, at 
the beginning of the world, preceded the production of the [203] 
sun and of the moon, a figure ' of the Trinity, that is, of God, 73 
and of His Word, and of His Wisdom.' He makes no men- 
tion there of the Spirit, Whom he appears to have con- 
founded with the Word ; for we have before shewn that he 
called the same Being the Word and Spirit of God, and truly 
[His] Wisdom." Now to this I reply, that, as well on 
accoimt of Their common nature, as of Their common deri- 

' Bc^f i^y 6 \^s, K<d iK 8cov t«0i/- Ution.] 
Kds.—p. 100. [§ 22. p. 365.] ' [p. 102.] 

^ [The Latin version of Bp. Bull is • Lib. I p. 39. Grabs. [I. 8. 6. p. 

Deus existens sermo, utpote ex Deo 41.] 
progenitus; this particular portion of * p. 94 [§ 15. p. 860.] 

his argument is grounded on that trans- " Petav. de Trin. i. 3. 6. 



156 The Names not the Persons of Son and Spirit confused. 
ON THE vation from one and the same fountain of Godhead^, the 



C0N8DB- 



8TANTIA- Ai^ci^i^ts used to make the names also of the second and the 
LiTY OF third Persons [of the Trinity] common. Hence^ as the name 

1 A~ " Spirit of God," which more frequently marks the third 

.irygyf Of^. diviuc Pcrsou, is (as I have shewn already ') sometimes applied 
^^^'' by them to the second Person ; so the name Wisdom, though 
it is used for the most part to denote the second Person, is 
occasionally employed to designate the third. And, besides 
Theophilus, we shall elsewhere' have to observe that this was 
done also by Irenseus and Origen ; and yet these holy fathers 
must not on that account be regarded as confounding the 
second and the third Persons of the Trinity ; forasmuch as 
it is most manifest from their writings, and that from those 
very passages in which they interchange the names of either 
[Person,] that they did themselves account the Son and the 
Holy Ghost to be Persons really distinct from each other. 
And with respect to Theophilus, every one must see that his 
words are of themselves sufficient for their own vindication? 
For how it is to be supposed that he confounded the Holy 
Ghost, the third Person of the Gt)dhead, with the Word, 
when he expressly confesses t^i; rptdSa, the Trinity? What? 
Can the Father and the Son, without the Spirit, or a third 
Person distinct from both, constitute a Trinity? It is clear, 
therefore, that Theophilus confused the names only, not the 
Persons, of the Son and the Holy Ghost. But concerning 
Theophilus of Antioch, this is enough at present. 
LuciAN. 11. And here I entreat the reader to allow me to turn aside 
[204] for a moment from the remains of the holy fathers to the 
writings of a heathen. The author of the dialogue, ascribed 
to Lucian, which is entitled Philopatris, toward the conclu- 
sion* by way of ridicule introduces a Christian catechising 
a heathen, (whom, on that account, he somewhere in the 
Dialogue expressly calls a catechumen,) and amongst other 
subjects explaining to him the mystery of the most Holy 
Trinity. Upon the heathen asking the Christian, " By whom 
then shall I swear?" Triephon, who sustains the part of 
the Christian, replies ^ "'By the God who reigns on high, 

y [L 2. 6. p. 48.] hus.] 

> See c. V. § 7. of this book, and ir, " r\lfifi49opra Bthv^iiiyav, AfifiporoPt 
9 — 11. oipwiwvdt 

* [VoL iii. p. 596. ed. Hemster- vily vaTphs, vvtvfia ix vctrphs iKwoptvS^ 
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great, immortal, celestial, the Son of the Father, the Spirit book n. 
Who proceeds from the Father, One of Three', and Three i"o^'i7.' 
of One* : believe These to be Jove, and esteem Him God/' lucian. 
To which the heathen after some other matters thus retorts" : * t«' ^t 
"I know not what thou sayest; One Three, Three One^I^'J^T'^t 
Truly he must have bad sight, who does not perceive, Ms. 
that in these words is most clearly taught a Trinity of one '®K®"^ 
substance ^ or one God subsisting in three Persons. And * 6iM6<rtoK 
there is no doubt but that the author derived this from the 
system of teaching^ of the Christians of his own age. Now ^disciplina. 
if this Dialogue was written by Lucian, he flourished under 
Marcus Antoninus, (as the great I. Gerard Yossius has 
most clearly proved,) that is about the year of our Lord 170, 
a little after the time of Justin ; so that he was contempo- 
rary with Tatian and Athenagoras, whose doctrine we have 
just been explaining. But James Micyllus in his Introduc- 
tion* says, there is ground for doubt, whether this Dialogue • in Argu- 
be Lucian's ; since, though in its matter it be not unlike his ™*"^°* 
characteristic genius and wit, yet its style, and indeed its 
general construction, are quite unlike the rest of Lucian's [205] 
writings ; and some other learned men besides have followed 
this opinion of Micyllus. That writer, however, adds as 
follows; " Whoever,'* he says, ''was the author of this Dia- 
logue, it seems to have been his special object to offer con- 
gratulation to the Emperor Trajan on a victory obtained in 
the east, in opposition to those persons who at that period 
forboded dangers and ruin either to Bome herself, or to some 
other place (for he only calls it their country^) : these from ' patriam. 
the first he calls sophists, but at last he describes them in 
such a way, that he almost seems to mean the Christians. 
For this is the bearing of what he says at the end about 
Persian pride, Susa, and the whole region of Arabia. For 
all these were at that time conquered by Trajan and reduced 
beneath the power of Bome, as may be seen in Dion, Eutro- 
pius, and the other historians of that period.*' Now, if this 
view of the case be a true one, we may then easily gather 
hence, what the faith of the Christians was, touching the 

/icvoy, tv iK TpMVt Koi i^ iyhs rpla* ravra — [ Ibid. ] 
y6fju!^9 Zfjya, rhy Sk iryov B96y. • De Histor. Grsc ii. 15. 

* OifK oUa rl \4yMis' ty rplof rpla &. 
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Date of the Dialogue called Philopairis, 



THB SON. 



[206] 



ON THB most Holy Triiiity^ even in the reign of Trajan^ long before 
bt^'ntia- *^® *S® ^^ Lucian. I should^ however, rather believe that 

LiTT OF the allusion at the end of the Dialogue is to a victory over 
the Persians gained by Marcus Antoninus, in whose reign^ 
as we have already said, Lucian flourished. For thus Sextua 
Aurelius Victor' writes of him: "Under his conduct, the 
Persians, though at first victorious, at last yielded up the 
palm.'' Just so the author of the Dialogue likewise, towards 
the conclusion, introduces one Cleolaus, hurrying and panting 
to bring these joyful tidings, IHrtrTtoKev o^pvs fi irdkai fioa}- 
fihnf Hepa-SDVy Kal Sovcra, kKcivov aarv : '' The long vaunted 
pride of the Persians is fallen ; and Susa, that noted city V 
There is, however, a further, and that no obscure, indication 
of the age of Marcus Antoninus, in the circumstance, that in 
this Dialogue certain persons are remarked on, who lamented 
the very heavy and unwonted calamities, with which the 
Boman state was then afflicted, and forboded in consequence 
still worse evils. Now hear what Aurelius Victor in his 
Epitome says respecting the commencement of this emperor's 
reign. His words are; "Marcus Antoninus reigned 18 years. 
He was a man endowed with all virtues and a heavenly cast 
of mind, and was stationed as a living outwork against the 
miseries of the state. For had he not been bom for those 
times, surely all parts of the Boman empire must have fallen, 
as with one crash. For nowhere was there any repose firom 
arms. Throughout the entire east, lUyricum, Italy, and 
Gaul, wars were raging. There were earthquakes, with de- 
struction of cities ; rivers overflowed their banks, pestilences 
were frequent, and a sort of locusts infested the lands; so 
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' Ejus ductu Pens, cum primum 
■uperavistent, ad extremum triumpho 
cenere. — In libro de Cssaribus in M. 
Aurel. Antonino. [Marcus Antoninus 
did not go in person to the Eastern wars. 
The antecedent, to which the words 
of the historian as quoted in the text 
refer, is undoubtedly nis colleague Lu- 
cius Venis, to whom the command was 
entrusted : *' Lucium Verum in socie- 
tatem potentiie accepit Ejus ductu 
Perse, cum primum superarissent, ad 
extremum triumpho cessere, Rege Vo- 
logesae." — Aur. Victor, de Csesaribus. 
16. p. 260. ed. Schott] 

c M. Antonius, inquit, imperavit 



annos 18. Iste virtutum omnium cat' 
lestisque ingenii extitit, srumnisque 
publicis quasi defensor objectus est. 
Etenim nisi ad ilia tempora natus esset, 
profecto quasi uno lapsu ruissent om- 
nia status Romani. Quippe ah amiis 
nusquam quies erat; perque omnem 
orientem, Illyricum, Italiam, Oalliam- 
que bella fenrebant; terrs^motus non 
sine interitu civitatum, inundationes 
fluminum, lues crebrse, locustarum 
species agris infestse ; prorsus nt prope 
nihil, quo summis angoribus atteri 
moitales solent, dici seu cogitari queat, 
quod non illo imperaute saevierit.-— 
[Ibid.] 
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that one may almost say, that no one thing, ivhich is wont book ii. 
to afflict mankind with the heaviest suffering, can be men- ^^Ii^^ 
tioned or conceived of, which did not rage during this lucian 
emperor'8 reign/' The dialogue in question therefore was 
written^ either by Lucian himself (as I am inclined to think), 
or at any rate by a contemporary of Lucian; and that is 
just as suitable for our present purpose. Let us now hear 
what Sandius advances in opposition to this testimony ; his 
words are, *'I should say for my part^, that Tryphon'* (he 
ought to have called him Triephon, or Triepho) '^ represents 
that class of men, concerning whom we read in Clement of 
Rome, (Constitutions vi. 25,) Ignatius to the Trallians, Tar- 
sians and Fhilippians, and also in Justin, against Tr3rpho, 
who are earlier than Lucian/' The fact is, he has himself 
no scruple in saying, devising, inventing any thing, if only 
it ministers anyhow to his impious cause. For any one may 
perceive, that the author of the Dialogue is not exhibiting for 
ridicule merely a particular and obscure sect of Christians, 
but the Christian religion itself ! Besides, the heretics, who [207] 
are mentioned in the Pseudo-Clement, in the interpolated 
Ignatius, and in Justin, affirmed the Son to be Him who 
is God over all things, that is to say, Grod the Father Him- 
self. Whereas, in this brief confession of the Trinity, " the 
God who reigns on high,'' that is, the Father, is first mentioned 
as the fountain of Godhead ; then the Son of the Father is 
subjoined, as a Person distinct from that supreme God and 
Parent of all ; nevertheless He, with the Holy Ghost, is repre- 
sented as so intimately conjoined in nature with God the 
Father, as that the Three constitute but One God, and yet 
in very deed continue Three ; a doctrine which is, and ever 
has been, held by Catholics ; but which differs entirely from 
the opinions of those heretics of whom Sandius was dream- 
ing. Furthermore Critias, the counterfeit catechumen, de- 
rides this doctrine as incomprehensible'; ''I do not under- ' iucwrd- 
stand,'' says he, " what thou affirmest ; One, Three ; and ^'"^'"'• 
Three, One!" But the heretics alluded to by Sandius, 
avouched an opinion wherein is nothing incomprehensible ; 
for they made God unipersonal (jiovoirpoaayTrov), that is, one ■ unam et 
only and singular Person^ ; called merely, according to His Jinf Per- 

^ EnucL Hifltor. £ccl. i. p. 8S. 



160 IreruBus, 

oM THE threefold aspect^ (so to say) sometimes the Father^ sometimes 
stantia'. the Son^ and sometimes again the Holy Ghost. Lastly, 

LiTY OP Critias, afterwards in the same Dialogue^ (taught^ you will 
observe, by Triephon,) scoffingly swears by the Son after 

^^*'' this manner : " By the Son, Him who is of the Father, this 
shall in no wise be ;" Ntf rbv vlov rov itc Harpos, oit romo 
yevqa-erai. Now the Catholics acknowledged the Son to be 

^K* Him who is of^ the Father; not so those heretics whose 

opinion Sandius pretends is set forth in this dialogue. The 
whole point admits of no doubt. From the profane author I 
return to the holy doctors of the Church. 



77 CHAPTER V. 

[212] 

SETTINO 70BTH THE DOCTRINE OF HiEN^US CONCEBNINO THE SON OF GOD, 
MOST PLAINLY CONFIEMATOBT OF THE NICENE CREED. 

1. Let us now carefully attend to what that holy bishop 
and martyr, Irenaeus*, both learned of his apostolic instructor, 
Polycarp, and himself taught to others, concerning the true 
divinity of the Son of God. I have already pledged J^ myself 
to adduce marked testimonies out of this writer against the 
Arians ; whether I have, in this present chapter, fulfilled my 
promise, let the reader whose mind is not altogether preju- 
diced, judge. In his third book, chap. 6\ Irenseus is wholly 
occupied in proving this point ; that " Neither the Lord, nor 
the Holy Ghost, nor the Apostles, ever gave to him who was 
not God, the name of God definitely and absolutely, if he were 
not very God. Nor called any one Lord in his own person, 
but Him, who is Lord of all, God the Father and His Son.'' 
He soon after quotes that testimony out of the forty-fifth 

He was born A.D . 97, and wrote minasseut aliqnando, nisi esset rerus 

his work Adv. Htereses, A.D. 175. Deus ; neque Dominuin appellassent 

Cave. — BowYER. aliquem ex sua persona, nisi qui domi- 

^ [p. 134.] natur omnium, Deum Patrem et Fili- 

1 Neque Dominus, neque Spiritus urn ejus, &c. — Chap. 8. § 18. Orabe. 

S. neque apostoU, eum qui non esset [p. 167.] 
Deus, definitive et absolute Deum no- 



The Name of God applied absolutely only to the true God, 161 
Psalm^ cited also by Justin*, "Thy throne, O God, is for bookii. 

CHAP V 

ever,'' &c. ; and thus comments on it J ; " The Spirit hath sig- § 12/ 
nified both under the appellation of God, as well Him who is Iremjeus. 
anointed, the Son, as Him who anoints, i.e. the Father." 
From which we construct an argument to this eflFect ; Who- 
soever in the Scriptures is absolutely and definitely called 
Gk)d, is God in very deed; but the Son, equally with the 
Father, is in the Scriptures absolutely and definitely called 
God ; therefore the Son, equally with the Father, is God in 
very deed. The premises are Irenseus's; therefore also is the [213] . 
conclusion which necessarily follows from them. He subse- 
quently remarks that*', ''when the Scripture names those [as 
gods] that are not gods, it does not set them forth as gods 
altogether*, but with some addition and intimation by which Mn totum. 
they are set forth as not being gods.*' 

2. To this must be joined a passage in book iv. chap. 11^ 
"For our Lord and Master,'' he says, "in the answer which 
He made to the Sadducees, (who say that there is no resur- 
rection, and thereby dishonour God and detract from the 
law,) both shewed the resurrection, and also revealed God; 
declaring to them ; ' Ye do err, not knowing the Scriptures 
nor the power of God. For,' He said, 'as touching the 
resurrection of the dead, have ye not read that which was 
spoken by God, saying, I am the God of Abraham, and the 
God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob ?' And added, ' He is 
not the God of the dead, but of the living : for all live unto 
Him.' By these words He has made it clear that He, who 
spake unto Moses out of the bush, and manifested Himself 
to be God the Father, He is the God of the living. For who 

* [See chap. 4, § 5. of this book.] hentes, et resurrectionem ostendit, et 

J Utrosque Dei appellatione signifi- Deum manifestavit, dicens eis, Erra- 

cavit Spiritual et euxn qui ungitur Fili- tU neicientes Scripluras, neque virtutem 

um, et eum qui uugit, id est, Patrem. Dei. De resurrectione, inquit, morttto^ 

— [Ibid.] rum non legutU quid dictum est a Deo 

^ Cum cos, qui non sunt dii, nomi- dicente, Ego turn Deus Abraham, et 

nat, non in totum scriptura ostendit Deus Isaacy et Deus Jacob f et adjecif, 

illos deos, sed cum aliquo additamento Non est Deus mortuorum, sed viveniium ; 

et significatione, per quam ostenduntur omnes enim ei vivunt. Per haec utique 

non esse diL — [§ 8. p. 181.] manifestum fecit, quoniam is qui do 

^ ' Dominus enim noster, et Ma- rubo locutus est Moysi, et manifestavit 

gister in ea responsione, quam ha- se esse Deum Patrem, hie est viven- 

buit ad Sadducsos, qui dicunt resur* tiura Deus. Quis enim est vivorum 

rectionem non esse, et propter hoc in- Deus, nisi qui est super omnia Deus, 

honorantes Deum atque legi detra- super quern alius non est Deus ? . . . . 

buLL. ^ 



OR THE 
COM SUB- 
STANTIA- 
LITY OP 
THE SON. 

^ super 
omnia. 



[214] 



'in term!' 
nis. 



78 



162 CAm/, being God, gpoke to Mo9e$ in the bush. 

is the God of the living, but He who is God over all' ™, over 
whom there is no other God ?" And a little afterwards ; " He, 
therefore, who was worshipped by the prophets as the living 
God, He IS the God of the living, and His Word, who also 
spake unto Moses, who also refuted the Sadducees, who also 
was the Giver of the resurrection." Then after a short space 
he thus concludes : " Christ, therefore. Himself with the 
Father is the God of the living, who spake unto Moses, and 
was manifested also to the fathers." What can be more plain 
than this ? I mean that, according to Irenseus, He who spoke 
to Moses out of the bush and revealed Himself to the patri- 
archs, is the living God, the God of the living, God over all, 
and over whom there is no other god : but, according to the 
same Irenasus, it was Christ Himself with the Father, who 
spake unto Moses and was manifested to the fathers. Now 
what follows from these things ? What, but that Christ Him- 
self with the Father is the living God, the God of the living, 
God over all, and over whom there is no other God; which is 
also affirmed by Irenseus in so many words'. 

8. This is more fully confirmed by the feet, that Irenseus 
also, iii. 18°, cites the testimony of the Apostle (Romans ix* 
5) in the same words, and in the same sense, as Catholics of 
the present time receive them. For, with the view of prov- 
ing against the heretics, ''that Jesus was not one, and Christ 
another, but one and the same;" after other things he thus 
adduces that passage of Paul" : ''And again, writing to the 
Romans concerning Israel, he says ; ' Whose are the fathers, 
and of whom according to the flesh [is] Christ, who is God 
over all, blessed for ever.' " Erasmus, however, (whom some 
others have followed,) has endeavoured to render uncertain 
even this irrefragable evidence for the true divinity of the 
Son ; for he has devised three constructions of these words, of 
which one only acknowledges the Godhead of the Son. The 
very ancient father Irenseus, however, recognised none other 



Qui igitur a prophetis adorabatur Deus 
▼i vus, hie est vivoram Deus, et Verbum 
ejus, qui et locutus est Moysi, qui et 
Sadducsos redarguit, qui et resurrec- 
tionem donarit. .... Ipse igitur Chris- 
tus cum Patre yivorum est Deus, qui 
locutus est Moysi, qui et Patribus ma- 
nifestatus est. — [cap. ▼. 2. p. 232 ] 
" [The words ' super omnia' art re- 



jected by the Benedictine editor. — B.] 
" Keque alium [quidem] Jesum, af- 
terum [autem] Christum [suspicare- 
mur] fuisse, sea unum et eundem [aci- 
remus] esse . .. et iterum ad Bomanos 
scribens de Israel, dicit ; Quorum Pa-- 
tres, et ex qidbu* Ckristue seeundrnm 
eamemt qui ett Deue super amnee bene- 
dictue in emcula. — [cap^ xvL 8. p. 206.3 



The Faihera understood Rom. ix. 5. as we now do. 163 
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than the received reading and construction. And with Ire- book h. 
naBUS agree Tertullian in his Treatise against Praxeas^ c. xiii. g 2-^^.' 
[p. 507.], &c. ; XV. [p. 509.] Novatian on the Trinity, c. xiii. Iren^us. 
and XXX.®; Cyprian, Testimonies against the Jews, book ii.P, 
(although Erasmus stated the contrary, being misled by a 
faulty copy of Cyprian) ; Origen on Romans ix. 5^ ; Athana- 
sins. Orations ii. and v. against the Arians, and in his work 
on the Commcm Essence'; Gregory Nyssen against Euno- 
mius, book x.'; Marius Yictorinus against Anus, book i.*; 
Hilary, books iv. and viii."; Ambrose, on the Holy Spirit, book 
i. c. 3^; and on the Faith, book iv. c. 6^; Augustin on the Tri- 
nity, book ii. c. 13', also against Faustus, book xii. c. 3 and 6^; 
Cyril, in book i. of the Thesaurus' ; Idacius against Yarima- 
dus% book i. ; Cassian on the Incarnation, book iii., near the 
beginning^; Gregory the Great in his Eighth Homily on Eze- 
kiel^; Isidore of Seville in his book on Difference, num. 2^; 
and almost all the other fathers, ^' who'' (as Petavius® says) 
'^ convict Erasmus of unthinking rashness, in that he hesitat- 
ed not to declare ; ' They who contend that from this passage 
there is evident proof that Christ is expressly called God, 
appear either to place little reliance on other testimonies of 
Scripture, or not to give the Arians credit for any ability, or 
to consider with little attention the words* of the Apostle.' '' ' 
This, as Petavins adds, is a false and shameless assertion of 
his, for which he was reproved even by Beza. But I return 
to Irenseus. 

4. There is a very illustrious passage of his, in book iv. c. 8, 
in which he says^; "Gt>d maketh all things in measure and [SeeWisd. 
order, and nothing is not measured with Him, because nothing ^** ^'-' 



sermo- 



• [pp. 715, and 729.] 

P fcvi. p. 286.] 

<i [Vol. iT. p. 612. To these Ante- 
nicene testimonies add Hippolytus, 
(cont Noet. 2. vol. iL p. 7, &c., 6. p. 
10.) Dionysius of Alexandria, (p. 246. 
and 248 ; Epist. Syn. ConciL Antioch«) 
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Ap. Bibl Patr. Max. Lugd. 1677, 
t iv. p. 258.] 

" [De Trin. iv. § 89. p. 850; viii. 



§ 87. p. 970.] 
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[Lib. i. Horn. 8. § 8. torn. i.p. 1286.1 

<* [De different. Spirit, § 2. p. 185.J 

• De Trin. ii. 9. 2. 

f Omnia, inquit, mensura et ordine 

Deus facit, et nihil non mensum apnd 

eum, quoniam nee incompositum [Av-oy- 

ra liir^ icol T<i(ffi b Bths iroici, icol 06 • 

Scy ifitrpop 9ap* oAroVf tri pofUkv Ako- 
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164 The Son is said to measure and contain the Father. 
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is unnumbered ^^ and [he spoke] well^ who said^ that the im- 
measurable Father Himself is measured in the Son. For the 
Son is the measure of the Father^ since He also contains^ 
Him/' What can be clearer than this ? He teaches that the 
Son is commensurate with the immeasurable Father, and that 
He contains and comprehends Him wholly, how great soever 
He be^ ; consequently that the Son is equal to the Father in 
all things, with this single exception, that He is from the 
Father. For with Irenseus, to contain the greatness of the 
Father is the same as to be equal to the Father, as is evident 
from another passage in his works (L 1,) where he relates 
the fable of Yalentinus, namely, that Bythus (Depth) begat 
Nus (Mind)^, '' similar and equal to him, who had put him 
forth, and alone containing the greatness of his father.'^ It 
is, moreover, to be observed, that this is not a single testi- 
mony, nor that of Irenaeus alone, but that it declares the 
mind of another catholic writer, earlier than he, or, at all 
events, his contemporary, whose words he here quotes. But 
see how the author of the Irenicum endeavours to evade 
this invincible testimony of Irenaeus. He replies forsooth** ; 
'^ Irenaeus does not here speak of every measure, by which 
the Son may measure the Father ; but either of that measure 
of which he had just been treating, namely, the Son's fulfil- 
ling, perfecting, and comprehending such things in the law, 
as had hitherto been measured and determined with the 
Father^; or, if he speaks of any other measure besides, that 
of knowledge for instance, he means that it is perfect of its 
kind, but not therefore* absolutely supreme.'' To this I an- 
swer : In the first place, what the heretic says in reply con- 
cerning the fulfilment, perfection, and comprehension of the 
law by* Christ, is mere sophistry. For those words of the 
passage on which our proof rests, namely, " the immeasur- 
able Father Himself is measured in the Son," &c., are not 
immediately connected with what Irenseus had stated re- 
specting the law, at the beginning of the chapter. I mean, he 
there affirms, that the ancient ritual law had had its own time 
measured and defined by God, so, that is, that it should begin 



pldfATTToir.'] £t bene qui dixit, ipsum im- 
mensum Patrem in Filio mensuratum. 
Mensura enim Patris Filius, quoniam 
et capit eiim." — [c. iv. 2. p. 231.] 



8 6fioi6v Tff Kol Jffov r^ wf>ofia\6trnf 
Kol fi6yoy x^P^^rra rh fidytBos rov Ila- 
rp6t. — [p. 6.] 

^ Irenic. p. 46. 



The context of IreruBua explained; against Sandius, 165 

with Moses and terminate with John [the Baptist.] And then ^^^^ „ 
passing from the particular to the universal, he incidentally chap. v. 
teaches, that God made all things whatsoever in measure 



and order, and that there is nothing that is not measured with 
God\ Whilst, however, he is thinking on these things, as if Deum. 
his mind was by a sudden flight uplifted, (a transition, which [217] 
is by no means uncommon on other occasions in writers 
of this character,) the Saint perceives that God so loves mea- 
sure and proportion, that not even to Himself would He 
choose to have measure lacking, whereby His own infinitude 
and immensity should be, as it were, circumscribed and 
contained. And this he confirms by this remarkable and 
excellent saying of a certain catholic writer ; " The immea- 
surable Father Himself is measured in the Son,'* &c. But 
soon recollecting himself, and, as it were, quitting that sub- 
lime flight, he returns to his subject, shewing that the entire 
dispensation of the Old Testament^ was temporal. Any one s^Qt^,„ y. 
will easily see that this is a correct analysis of the chapter. Test ad- 
who reads it with any attention whatever'. Besides, who is so tionem. 
foolish as seriously to suppose that the words, "the immea- 'non osci- 
surable Father Himself is measured in the Son," &c., merely 
mean this ; that God willed that the ritual law of Moses should 
have its own definite time, and that, as it commenced with 
Moses, so at length being fulfilled through Christ, it should 
cease and be abolished ? For in this passage Irenseus is evi- 
dently treating, not of the moral law, which is perpetual and 
everlasting; but of what is called the ceremonial law, even of 
that which* "began with Moses," and "in due course termi- 
nated in John," and of that " giving of the law*," which "was 4 et de Ic- 
to come to an end, at the revelation of the New Testament." gisdatione. 
Secondly, as to the other interpretation of the anonymous 
writer, Irenseus expressly speaks not of a measure which is 
perfect in its own kind, whatever that be, but of a supreme* s gumma. 
and adequate measure, such an one, that is, wherein the im- pj^ 
measurable Father Himself, how immeasurable soever He be, 
may be measured. There is certainly a marked emphasis on 
the word ipsum, (Himself) ; so that the sentence, ipmm im^ 

» [Irenseus* words are; Lex] a plens tempora sua legisdationis] finem 
Moyse inchoaviti .... consequenter in oportuit habere, manifestato Novo Tes- 
Joanne desivit ; . . . [Hierusalem adim- tamento. — [iv. 2. p. 231.] 



166 In what sense God is comprehensible by man. 

ON THE mensum Patrem in Filio mensuratum, ^c., ('' the immeasurable 

s^TANTiA- Father Himself is measured in the Son/') can have no other 

LiTY OP meaning than that the Father^ in so far as He is immeasor- 

THE 80M 

able^ i.e. in so far as He cannot be contained by any creature, 

[218] is yet comprehended by the Son. Gregory Thaumaturgus has 
given the sense of the passage, and I am inclined to think he 
had the passage itself in his view, in his panegyric oration 
on Origen, at the place where he says, that Gk>d the Father 

> ^jcrcpt- })y Hig Son, " goes forth and surrounds*'* Himself; an expres- 

sion, which he presently explains by saying, that the Son 
enjoys ''that power [which is] in all respects equal to the 
Father's;" (t§ tfTji wavrri Swofiei t§ airrov.) We shall give 
the entire passage afterwards^. Thirdly, the sophist's endea- 
vour to elude the force of this passage of IrensBus by means 
of that other, not far from the beginning of the fifth book, is 
altogether vain. For Irenseus does not there say, that man 
contains the greatness of the Father, or that the immea- 
surable Father Himself is measured in him; and again, in 
another passage, (book iv. chapter 37), he clearly explains in 

> aiiquate- what manner a pious man is said up to a certain point^ to 

contain the Father. His words are^ ; '' For the prophets signi- 
fied beforehand, that God should be seen by men, as the Lord 
also says, ' Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see 
God.' But in respect of His greatness and His wonderful 
glory, no man shall see God and live ; for the Father is in- 
» jncapa- comprehensible' ; in respect, however, of His love and mercy, 
<et qnod ^^^ becausc He can do all things^. He does grant even this 

omnia pes- to such as lovc Him, that is, to see God/' Here Irenaeus ex- 
sit. 

pressly asserts, that the pure in heart do not see God, or com- 
prehend Him in respect of His greatness and wonderful gloiy, 
since in this respect God is incomprehensible, that is to say, 
by [mere] man or any other creature; (on which account 
also he had said in the same passage, a little before, that 
God^ ''in His greatness is unknown to all those, who have 

J Chap. 12. § 4. enim Pater; secundum autem dilec- 

k Pnesignificabant enim prophets tionem et humanitatem, et quod omnia 

quoniam ridebitur Deus ab hominibua, possit, etiam hoc concedit lis qui se 

quemadmodum et Dominus ait, Beati diligunt, id est, videre Deum. — p. 370. 

mundo corde^ quoniam ipti Deum vide- [c. xx. 6, p. 254.] 

hunt. Sed secundum magnitudinem ^ Secundum magnitudinem ignotus 

quidem ejus, et mirabilem gloriam, est omnibus his qui ab eo faoti sunt.— 

nemo videbit Deum et vivet ; iucapabilis [Ibid.] 



Meat contraeted trith the Uncreated emd Eternal Word. 167 
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been made by Him '/') yet in the passage of which we are book il 
treating^ he clearly teaches^ that the Son of God compre- ^§4%]^* 
hends His Father even according to His greatness ; viz., in Irenjeus. 
such a manner, as that the immeasurable Father Himself is 
measured in His Son. On a subject evident to all men 
there is no need to say more. 

5. It would be well nigh endless^ were I to adduce all the 
passages of Irensus, which go to confirm the consubstantiality 
of the Son. I shall therefore be satisfied when I have added 
to the testimonies of the blessed martyr already brought for- 
ward one or two more, which quite give a death blow to the 
Arian heresy. In book ii. c. 43. he represses and beats down 
the monstrous pride of the Yalentinians, who arrogated to 
themselves a sort of omniscience, by drawing a most excellent 
comparison between a [mere] man and the Son of Grod : his 
words are these "^ : " But further, if any one be unable to 
discover the cause of all the things which are sought after, 
let him reflect that man is infinitely inferior to God, and [is 
a being] that has received grace [only] in part, and that is 
not yet equal, or like unto his Maker, and that cannot possess 
acquaintance with', and power of reflecting upon all things as \experien- 
God does. For in proportion as he, who is a creature of to- "^ 
day, and has received a beginning of created existence, is 
inferior to Him, who is not made and who is always the 
same, — just in the same proportion is he inferior to His 
Maker in knowledge, and in [the capacity of] investigating' V^ ^^^*' 
the causes of all things. Foa thou art not uncreated, O ^*° ^*™* 

MAN ; NOR WAST THOU ALWAYS COEXISTENT WITH Gt)D, LIKE 

His own Word ; but on account of His eminent goodness, 
now receiving a beginning of created existence, thou art gra- 
dually learning from the Word the dispensations of God, who 
made thee. Keep therefore the place' of thy knowledge, and ' ordinem. 



■ Si autem et aliquis non inTenerit 
eausam omnirnn qu» requinutur, co- 
gitet qaia homo est in iufinitum minor 
Deo, et qui ex parte acceperit gratiam, 
et qui nondum squalis rel similis sit 
factoii, et qui omnium ezperientiam et 
oogitationem habere non possit ut Deus: 
Bed iu quantum minor est ab eo qui 
factus non est, et qui semper idem est, 
ille qui hodie factus est et initium fac- 
turae accepit, in tantum secundum 
scientiam, et ad investigandum causas 



omnium, minorem esse eo qui fecit 
Non enim inpectus es, o homo, ne- 
que semper coexistebas deo, sicut 
PROPRIUM EJUS VERBUM; scd propter 
eminentem bonitatem ejus, nunc ini- 
tium facturs accipiens, sensim discis 
a Yerbo dispositiones Dei, qui te 
fecit Ordinem ego serva tuae scien- 
tiae, et ne ut bonorum ignarus super- 
transcendas ipsum Deum. — [c. xxt. S. 
p. 158.] 



168 Contrast between the Son of God and created beings. 
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tuta. 



'per. 



^ nomina- 
tim. 

Ps. czlviii. 
6. 



Ptf. xxxiii. 
6. 



.Ps. CXXXY. 

5. 

* consti- 
tuta. 



do not^ as one ignorant of wliat is good, seek to transcend 
God Himself"/' These words shine forth with so clear a light, 
that they require not any commentary whatever or inference 
of mine. There is^ however, another passage parallel to this, 
book iii. c. 8, in which Irenseus in like manner institutes a 
comparison between the Word, or Son of God, and the crea- 
tures; it is as fellows'^; "None of all the things, which were 
created^ and are in subjection, must be compared to the 
Word of God, through whom all things were made, who is 
our Lord Jesus Christ. For whether they be angels or 
archangels, or thrones, or dominions, that they were created^ 
and made by Him, who is God over all, through His Word, 
John for his part has thus intimated : in that, when he had 
said concerning the Word of God, that He was in the Father, 
he added, ' All things were made by' Him, and without Him 
was not any thing made.' David also, after he had enume- 
rated His praises — all the things severally* which we have 
mentioned, — both the heavens and all the powers thereof, — 
added, ^For He commanded, and they were created; He 
spake, and they were made.' Whom then did He com- 
mand? His Word surely, through whom, he says, 'the 
heavens were established, and all the host of them by the 
Spirit of His mouth.' But that He made all things freely 
and after His own will, David says again, 'Whatsoever things 
He would, them did our God make in the heavens above, 
and in the earth also.' But the things which were created^ 
are different from Him who created them, and the things 
which were made, different from Him who made them. 



" [See these words quoted again in 
iii. 2. 4— B.] 

^ Sed uec quidquam, ex his quae 
constituta sunt, et in subjectione sunt, 
comparabitur Verbo Dei, per quem 
facta sunt omnia, qui est Domi- 
nus noster Jesus Christus. Quoniara 
enim sive angeli, sive archangeli, sive 
throni, sive dominationes, ab eo, qui 
super omnes est Deus, et constituta 
sunt et facta per Verbum ejus, Joannes 
quidem sic significavit. Cum enim 
dixisset de Verbo Dei, quoniam erat in 
Patre, adjecit, Omnia per turn facta 
sunt, et sine eo factum est nihil. David 
quoque, cum laudationes enumerasset, 
Dominatim universa quaecumque dixi- 



mus, et coelos, et omnes virtutes eonim, 
adjecit, Quoniam ipse praeepit, etcreaia 
sunt; ipse dixit, et facta sunt, Cui ergo 
praecepit? Verbo scilicet, per quod, in- 
quit, Cceli firmati sunt, et Spiritu oris 
ejus omnis virtus eorum, Quoniam au- 
tern ipse omnia fecit libere, et quemad- 
modum voluit, ait iterum David, Detts 
outem noster in coelis sursum, et i^ terra, 
omnia, quacumque voluit, fecit. Altera 
autem sunt qus constituta sunt ab eo 
qui constituit, et qus facta sunt ab eo 
qui fecit. Ipse enim infectus, et sine 
initio, et sine fine, et nuUius indigens, 
ipse sibi sufficiens, et adhuc reliquis 
omnibus, ut sint, hoc ipsum praestans: 
quae vero ab eo sunt facta, initium 



The Name of God only applicable to the Uncreated, 169 

For He Himself is uncreated^ without either beginning or book h. 
end, wanting nothing. Himself sufficient unto Himself, and, ^'"g 5/' 
besides, bestowing on all others this very gift of being*; irenjbos. 
but the things which have been made by Him have had^etadhac 
a beginning ; but whatever things have had a beginning, omnibus, 
are capable of dissolution, and have been made subject, and J>t ""^^ ^^ 
stand in need of Him Who made them ; it is [therefore] prssuna. 
absolutely necessary that they should have a different appel- ^0 
lation, even amongst those who possess but a slight power of 
discrimination in such subjects; so that He who made all 
things is, together with His Word, justly called God and 
Lord alone; but those things which are made, are thereby 2*j*m- 
incapable of sharing this same appellation ; nor ought they in [^^1] 
justice to assume that name which belongs to the Creator/' 
In this passage Irenseus plainly teaches, that the Word, or 
Son of God, is separated by an interval so infinite from all 
things which are created, made, and placed in subjection, 
(though they be creatures of the highest order, whether, that 
is to say, they be angels or archangels, or thrones, or domi- 
nions,) that they are not worthy in any way to come into 
comparison with Him, even for this very reason that they 
are created, made, and placed in subjection. He teaches, 
that the Son of God also is, just as His Father, uncreate 
and eternal, wanting nothing, self-sufficient, and further- 
more conferring on all creatures the gift of being. He more- 
over expressly declares, that the Word, or Son of God, inas- 
much as both He Himself is uncreated, and all things were 
made through Him, ought to be admitted to partake of the 
Divine Name together with His Father ; whilst as respects all 
other beings, which have been created and made, it is alto- 
gether by a misapplication and an improper use of the word' 'abusire 
that we give to them the appellation, Lord, or God, which proprilT" 
belongs peculiarly to the Creator. In fine, he asserts all this ©ronino. 
with so great earnestness, as to declare that those who cannot 
in this manner distinguish and discriminate an uncreated 

Bumpserunt; quscumque autem ini- ita ut is quidem, qui omnia fecerit, 

tium sumpserunt, et dissolutionem pos- cum verbo suo, juste dicatur Deus et 

sunt percipere, et subjecta sunt, et in- Dominus solus ; qus autem facta sunt, 

digent ejus qui se fecit; necesse est non jam ejusdem vocabuli participa- 

omnino, uti diiTerens vocabulum ha- bilia esse, neque juste id vocabulum 

beant, apud eos etiam, qui vel modicum sumere debere, quod est Creatoris. — 

seusum in discernendo talia habeut; [p. 183.] 



170 Petavnufa objection ; answered by himself; ^ shews that 

ow THB nature from created things^ are absolutely devoid of common 

BT^TiA' 8®*^^^* I question, indeed, whether any thing more e£Pectual 

LiTT OP than this against the Arian blasphemy was ever uttered or 

THB SON. n^ynn^jg^ ]yj imy qj^q ^f ^jjg CathoUc doctors, who wrote after 



the council ot Nice. 

6. Yet not even this passage of Irenseus could escape 

the criticism of Petavius; for from the circumstance that 

this excellent father, after he had quoted the words of 

the Psalmist, '' For He commanded and they were created,^' 

&c.; added ''Whom then did He command? His Word 

surely ;'* the Jesuit infers?, that a subcurdinate operation and 

■ ^ovp- ministerial function^ [only] in the creation of the universe, is 

dam e^~ attributed by him to the Son of God, such as he intimates ix& 

ministri book iv. chap. 17'. But who can fail to feel the want of 

nem. fEumess and candour here exhibited by Petavius? How easy 

[222] was it for him, to give a sound interpretation to Irenseus's 

* Bciiicet words from the very context itself! As thufi^; God gave com- 

mandment to His Word for the creation of the world, not aa 
a master to a servant, (for Irenseus, in the very same pas- 
sage, distinctly excepts the Son of God from the class of those 
things which are created, and made^ and put in subjection,) 
but as the Father to the Son, of the same uncreated nature 
as Himself, and a partner of the divine dominion and power. 
God, moreover^ gave commandment to His Son that the 
world should be made, in other words, He willed that the 
world should be created by His Word, the will of the Word 
Himself concurring thereunto. Accordingly, Petavius him- 

* sui obli- self in another place, as if forgetfrd of his own declaration*, 

acknowledges that Irenssus's statements in this passage are 
catholic, and that some ancient writers, who lived after the 
Nicene Council, and were most energetic opponents of the 
Arian heresy, used the same way of speaking without giving 
any offence. For in his work, on the Trinity, book ii.', he 
writes thus; ''There are some writers, who have used the 
same way of speaking, without any offence whatever, taking 
the words (' Let us make man,' &c., Genesis i. 26) to imply a 
command and precept of the Father. For so Ireneeus says, 

!• Petavius de Trinit. I. 8. 7. See t [c. 7. 4. p. 236.] 
also Sandius, MnucUat, Hut, Eccks. ' c. 7. n. 7. 
i. p. 91. 



ihefatheri ipeak of the Father as commanding the Son. 171 

that the Word is uncreated and eternal^ and that God gave book n. 
unto Him conunandment to create all things. And else- ^»^/'^' 
where*, that man was created^ ' the Father willing and com- ing^jBug 
manding, the Son executing and creating/ Basil ^ also speaks 
both of the Lord as commanding {Trpoarda'a-ovTa), and of the 
Word as accomplishing the creation {SrffiiwpyovvTa \oyov) ; 
so Cyril again, in the twenty-ninth Book of his Thesaurus^ ; [223] 
and Athanasius, in his treatise on the decrees of the Council 
of Nice^, explains the words of the thirty-second Psalm, ' He 
commanded, and they were created/ in such a manner, as to 
understand that the Father gaye command to the Son. Ma- 
rius Victor likewise, in his first book on the Creation of the 
World, thus speaks; 'Which, when the Almighty Son filled 
with His Father's mind created at the commandment of 
Gk>d/ The author, moreover, of a treatise on the Incarnation 
which is extant in the fourth volume of Augustine's works ^, 
says, that the Son ministered to the Father in all the work 
of creation', inasmuch as through Him all things were made. ^ in omni 
To the same effect are the words of Prosper in his commentary "°'^^^'^^""' 
on the one hundred and forty-eighth Psalm'. 'He com- 
manded and they were created/ 'for what God speaks. He 
says unto His Word, and the Word, through whom all 
things were made, accomplishes the command of Him who 
speaks.''' Thus, it seems, Petavius himself has given the 
very best reply to himself! But whereas in the passage of 
which we are treating, Irenseus says, that Gk)d Himself made 
all things with entire freedom, proving his assertion by David's 
words, "our God hath made all things whatsoever He would, 
in the heavens above and in the earth ;" on this the author of 
the Irenicum proceeds to argue as follows^; "As much as 
to say, the Word indeed made all things, according to the 
mandate of the Father; but God Himself made freely what- 
soever He would; an opposition which indicates that the 
Father is spoken of as greater than the Son." If, however, 



* Patre volente ac jubente, Filio 
yero exsequente et efficiente. Iren. iv. 
*!6. [The Greek words are; rov fihy 
Uarphs tl^oKovyros Kol K€\€^otrros, rod 
9h vlov wpdacovTos ical hjfuovfyovyros, 
c 38. 3. p. 285.— B.] 

^ Basil, lib. de Spirit S., c. 16. [vol. 
iii. p. 32.] 

■ [torn. V. p. 254.] 



^ [§ 9. vol. L p. 216.] See also 
Athanasius Orat. contr. Gentes., torn, 
i. p. 51. [§ 46. vol. i p. 45.] 

* [Lib. i. c.l. torn. viii.Append. p. 51 .] 

> [Quod enim Deus dicit, Verbo di- 
cit ; et Yerbum per quod facta sunt 
oninia, mandatum dicentis exequitur. 
P. 529. Op.Prosp. Aquit Par. 1711.] 

J P. 46. 



172 IrefUBUs was engaged in opposing Gnostic doctrines. 

ON THE this heretic had ever read Irenaens with attention, it is certain, 
•TAMTiA*- ^^^^ ^^ would have refrained entirely firom so silly a cavilling ; 
LiTY OF for doubtless, when Irenaeus asserts, that God the Father 

THP AON 

r2241 '"^^ *'' things of His own uncontrolled will, through His 

gj Word or Son, he is opposing the Gnostics, who taught that 

the world was made by inferior powers, and that indepen- 

• ]yraeter deutly of the mind^ and will of the Most High God. Against 
tiam. them the holy bishop, everywhere in his writings, affirms and 

proves these two points ; First, that this world was in no wise 

created by inferior powers, alien from the essence and nature 

of the Most High God ; but was made by the Most High God 

■siiampro- Himself, through ''His own offspring',*' and through ''His 

^sum" ^^^^ hands'," (to use the very words" of Irenaeus,) that is to 

itianui. say, through the Son and the Holy Ghost. Secondly, that this 

< sententia. world was not fashioned by any powers " cut off from the mind* 

of God,'' (as he expresses himself in a passage, which we shall 

quote by and by from his first Book, ch. 19%) that is to say, 

which acted independently of His mind and will, but that it 

was produced by God Himself, through the Son and the Holy 

• consulto Spirit, advisedly and with absolute freedom*. I repeat it, he 
^LL *'" either cannot have read the writings of Irenaeus at all, or at 

rini6. o ^ 

best but carelessly and superficially, who does not perceive that 

•ipniaai- this is the very mind' and view of that most excellent father. 

tem? "^^"" '^' With respect to the other passage, (in book iv. chap. 

1 7**,) at which Petavius carps, and in which Irenaeus seems to 

attribute to the Son, as also to the Holy Ghost, the function 

of a minister in the creation of the world, I reply, that Irenaeus 

does not there mean, (as the Arians would have it,) a minister 

^ extra- cxtraneous^ to the Father, but of one substance® and of the 

"'"*"; selfsame nature' with Him ; or rather he merely meant, that 

• connatu- ^^ ^he Father accomplished that work of creation through 
ralem. the Son and the Holy Ghost, which the heretics used to 

attribute to ministering angels or inferior powers. Hear 
Irenaeus's own words*^ ; " For the Son, who is the Word of 
'•p^«*<ro- God,'' he says, "was preparing " these things from the begin- 
ning ; for the Father stood in no need of angels to effect the 
creation, and to form man, for whose sake also the creation 

■ [See iv. 20. 1 ; and v. 1 and 28.] indigente Patre angelis, ati faceret 

* Tr. 22. p. 08 ; see next page.] conditionem, et fomiaret hominem, 

** [c. 7, 4. p. 236.] propter quem et conditio fiebat; neqne 

' H»c enim Filius, inquit, qui est rursus indigente ministerio ad fnbrica- 

Verbuin Dei, ab initio pr»8tniebat, non tionem eorum quae facta sunt ad disposi- 



In what sense the Son and Spirit are ministers, 173 
was made; nor yet did He lack ministering power for the booicii. 

C H AP V 

formation of those things which were made for the dispos- 5 ^^ 7/ 
ing of those matters which concerned man^ but possessed i^ehjevs 
an ample and ineffable ministering power; seeing that to [225] 
Him there ministereth in all things^ His own progeny and g^ndum" 
image'^ that is, the Son and the Holy Ghost, His Word and hominem 
Wisdom, to whom all the angels are subservient and sub- f'*" 

' o ^ • progenies 

jected/' As much as to say ; The Father of all things had et figuntio 
no need of ministering agents to effect the creation, whether '"*• 
angels, or other inferior powers, separated from His own 
essence and nature, as ye, heretics, have rashly and even 
impiously imagined ; inasmuch as both for this and for aU 
things. His own progeny was fully sufficient, which was of 
Him and in Him, namely, the Son and the Holy Ghost, 
who are so far from being servants that they have in very 
deed all creatures, and even the angels themselves, minister- 
ing, serving, and subject unto Them. O ! how far is aU this 
from Arianism! To set the subject, however, in a clearer 
light I will add to this a few other passages of Irenseus. In 
book i. chapter 19^, near the beginning, he thus speaks con- 
cerning the creation of all things through the Son and the 
Holy Ghost; ''*A11 things were made through Him, and V"Jj?/g(^g 
without Him was not any thing made/ From ' all things,' inteliigibi- 
nothing is excepted ; but through Him did the Father make « cognisant 
all things, whether visible or invisible, perceptible or intel- ^y *^® 

senses or 

ligible*, whether temporal for some special purpose*, or ever- by the 
lasting and without end*, not through angels or any powers "'*'**^" 
cut off from His mind"; for the God of all stands in need of . •• ^ 
nothing ; but through His Word and His Spirit making, quandam 
ordaining, governing, and giving being to all things/* He nem?*"*^' 
teaches the same doctrine in book ii. chap. 55, towards the « sempiter- 
end, in the foUowing words^; "There is One only God the (^J,*")""** 

tionem eorum negotiorum, que secun- telligibilia, sive temporalia propter **>*<^***o* 

dum hominem erant, sed habente co- quandam dispositionem, sive sempi- * V^^' 

piosum et inenarrabile ministerium. tema et aeonia, non per angelos, neque *^''^®'^^a. 

Ministrat enim ei ad omnia sua pro- per virtutes aliquas abscissas ab ejus 

genies etfiguratio sua, id est, Filius et sententia; nihil enim indiget omnium 

Spiritus Sanctus, Yerbum et Sapien- Deus ; sed et per Verbum et Spiritum 

tia; quibus serviunt et subject! sunt luum omnia faciena et disponens et 

omnes angeli — [Ibid.] gubernans, et omnibus esse praestans. 

** Omnia per iptum facta sunt, et sine — [c. 22. p. 98.] 
ipso factum est nihil, £x omnibus au- * Solus unus Deus Fabricator, hie, 

tern nihil subtractum est; sed omnia qui est super omnem principalitatem 

per ipsum fecit Paler, sive visibilia, et potestatem et dominationem et yir- 
sive invisibilia, sive sensibilia, sive in- ' tutem ; hie Pater, hie Deus, hie Con- 
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T^ Son and ^rii One with the Father. 



OH THE Creator; even He^ who is above all principality^ and power, 
sTAWTnL- ^^^ dominion,, and might; He is the Father, the God, the 
LiTY OF Founder, the Maker, the Creator, who made these things by 

'- His own silf, that is to say, by His Word and His Wisdom, — 

the heaven and the earth and the seas, and all things which 
are therein/' A passage parallel to this we have in book ir. 
chap. 87, near the beginning'; ''The angels, then, neither 
formed us, nor fashioned us ; nor were angels able to make 
the image of Grod ; nor any other [being] except the Word of 
God, nor any power far removed from the Father of the 
universe. For God had no need of these, to make those 
things which He had fore-ordained within Himself to be 
made, as if He Himself had not hands of His own. For 
there is ever present with Him His Word and His Wisdom, 

' per quos the Son and the Spirit, through whom and in whom' He 

bui. ^"^' made all things freely and spontaneously; unto whom also 
He speaks, when he says, 'Let us make man in Our own 
image and likeness ;' He Himselt receiving from Himself 
the substance of the creatures, and the pattern of what was 
made, and the figure of the embellishments which are in the 
world I" In these passages Irenseus asserts such an identity 
of essence^ (saving always the distinction of persons) between 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, (whom with The- 
ophilus of Antioch and others, he designates under the name 
of Wisdom,) as to say, that the Father, in creating the world 
through the Son and the Holy Ghost, made it through His 

•per seme- own self'. From all these places, however, it at length be- 
^""^ comes most evident, that Irenaeus entirely abhorred the 
Arian dogma, and altogether held that faith which was after- 
wards set forth by the Fathers of Nicsea. 

8. The objection, which is made against the venerable 

writer by the author of the Irenicum, by Sandius and others, 

[227] that he attributes to the Son of God, even as God^ an igno- 



TatfTOTifTa. 



ditor, hio Factor, hio Fabricator, qui 
fecit ea per semetipsum, hoc est, per 
Verbum et per Sapientiam auatn, coB- 
lum et terrain et maria, et omnia quae 
in eii sunt— [c. 80, 9. p. 163.] 

' Non ergo, inquit, angeli fecerunt 
not, nee nos plasmaverunt, nee angeli 
potuerunt imaginem facere Dei, nee 
alius quia prseter Verbum Domini, neo 
Tirtus longe absistens a Patre uniyer- . 
sorum. Nee enim indigebat honim 



DeuB ad fkdendum que ipse apud se 
prsfinierat fieri, quasi ipse suas non 
naberet raanus. Adest enim ei semper 
Verbum et Sapientia, Filius et Spiritus, 
per quos et in quibus omnia libere et 
sponte fecit, ad quos et loquitur, dicens, 
Facianmt haminem ad imaginem ei simi' 
lUudinem nottramf ipse a sembtipso 
substantiam creaturanxm, et exemplum 
factorum, et figuram in mundo oma- 
mentonim accipiens. — [c. 20. p. 258.] 



Of Chrisfi beiiy ignorant of the Day of Judgment. 175 

ranee of the day and hour of the final judgment^ we shall Booit it. 
easily prove to be a mere senseless cavil. In book ii. chap. 49*, Trf's^' 
indeed, he thus writes ; " For if any one were to search out i^bnaus. 
the cause, wherefore the Father, communicating with the Son 82 
in all things, has [yet] been declared by our Lord alone to 
know the hour and the day, he will not find a reason more 
fitting, or more becoming, or less dangerous, than this in this 
present time, (since the Lord is our only true teacher,) that 
we may through Him learn that the Father is over all things. 
For ' My Father,' He says, 'is greats than I \* for this cause, 
therefore, does our Lord declare the Father to be pre-emi- 
nent in respect to knowledge also^, that we also, in so far as we * wcundum 
are in the fashion of this world, may yield up to God perfect JS^*^^ 
knowledge and such enquiries [as this] ; and may not per- 
chance in seeking to investigate the transcendent greatness 
of the Father, fall into so great peril as to enquire, whether 
there be another God higher than God*.'* I admit that 'an super 
these words do, at the first glance, seem to attribute igno- git^Deus!*' 
ranee to the Son of God, even in that He is, most properly 
[speaking], the Son of God. If, however, these sophists had 
found leisure to read the whole of that chapter of Irenseus, 
they would easily have seen, that the holy father's mind and 
view was quite otherwise. For in that very chapter he had a 
little before written concerning Christ our Lord to this 
effect** ; " For albeit the Spirit of the Saviour, which is in 
Him, 'searcheth all things, even the deep things of God ;' stiU 
in our case', there are diversities of £dfts, and diversities of '5^*°'"" 

, ... . *d not. 

administrations, and diversities of operations ; and we, who 



' Etenim si quii ezquint eaniam, 
propter qoam in omnibus Pater com- 
municans Filio solus scire horam et 
diem a Domino manifestatus est, ne- 
que aptabilem magis, neoue deeentio- 
rero, nee sine periculo alteram qaam 
hanc inveniat ra presenti, (quoniam 
enim solus verax Magister est Domi- 
nns,) ut discamus per ipsum, super 
omnia esse Patrem. Etenim Pater, 
ait, mtyor me est; et secundum agni- 
tionem itaque pnepoeitus esse Pater 
annuntiatus est a Domino nostro ad 
hoc, nt et nos, in quantum in flg;ura 
hujus mundi sumus, perfectam scien- 
tiam et tales qusstiones concedamus 
Deo; et ne forte qusrentes altitudi- 



nem Patris investigare in tantum perl- 
eulum inddamus, uti qnaeramus, an 
super Deum alter sit Deus. — [c. 28, 8. 
p. 158.] 

b Etsi enim Sphiius Salyatoris, qui 
in eo est, scrutatur emnia, et oliitudineM 
Dei; sed quantum ad nos, dwitionee 
graiittrum tunt, et dkritiones mmttlerjo- 
rum, divUiones operationum, et nos su- 
per terram, quemadmodum et Paulua 
ait, ex parte quidem ccgnoteimtu, et ex 
parte ^pntphetamus, Sicut igitur ez 
parte cognoscimus, sic et de univer- 
sis qusestionibus concedere oportet ei, 
qui ex parte nobis praestat gratiam. 
—[Ibid.] 



176 Ignorance ascribed to Christ, only as man, 

ON THE are upon the earthy ' knoV (as St. Paul says) ' in part^ and 
sT^ANTiA-- prophecy in part/ As, therefore, our knowledge is [but] 
LiTY OF partial, so we oiight also in all questions whatsoever to 
roog-i' yield unto Him, who bestows on us [this} grace in part/' Here 
by the Spirit of the Saviour is clearly meant His divine 
nature. For so in other places also, along with other ancient 
writers, whom I have mentioned above, he calls the Godhead 
of Christ, Spirit; for instance in v. 1*, ''If He [merely] ap- 
peared to be man, when He was not man, neither did He 
>ne<pe Dei remain that which He really was, the Spirit of God^;'' and 
remwiebat s^o^tlj afterwards he says in the same place ; " At last the 
Word of the Father and the Spirit of God, having united Him- 
' imitas. self' to the ancient substance of Adam's creation, made a living 
and perfect man.'' It is, therefore, manifest, that Irenseus at- 
tributed ignorance to Christ only as man > whilst to His Spirit, 
that is to say. His Godhead, he allowed the most absolute 
omniscience. For surely it will not appear absurd to any one of 
a sound mind [to say] that the divine Wisdom impressed its 
' pro tem- effects on the human mind of Christ according to times' ; and 
done. that Christ, in that He was man, " increased [made advance] 
in wisdom," (as it is expressly asserted in Luke ii. 52,) and, 
♦protein- consequently, for the time of His mission^ [on earth], when 
ftroaToA^i. He had no need of such knowledge, might have been 
ignorant of the day of the general judgment ; although the 
reformed are strangely attacked by the Papists for this 
opinion, and especially by Feuardentius, who uses the very 
foulest language, and on this very passage of Irenseus, calls us 
" the modem Gnostics, who differ not a hair's breadth &om 
the ancient;" and ''a generation of vipers," being himself 
the most virulent viper of aU. But to return to Irenseus. 
This is certain, that the holy doctor, wherever else he speaks 
of the Son of God, ascribes to Him, as Son, the most perfect 
knowledge both of the nature and will of His Father. Further- 
more he, throughout his work, charges the Gnostics with im- 
piety, for making the Wisdom and the Only-begotten of the 
* f 5?^**™ Father* subject to the affections of ignorance. EspeciaUy clear 

geoen Pa- 

tiis. ' Si hominis taiitum speciem prae- antiquse substantis plasmationit Ada?, 

bebat, cum homo non esset, sane ne- viventem et perfectum effecit homi- 

que id quod vere erat, hoc est Dei nem. [E2 8i /i^ &v Mpwros i^aivrro 

SpiritUB, remanebat ; ... In fine Ver- &y$ponroSf olhr t ^y i-n^ iJ^rfitlcts l/ic<- 

bum Patiis et Spiritus Dei adunitus >9, wytvfia BcoG. — p. 53.] 



Irerueus elsewhere implies the Omniscience of the Son, 177 

are his words concerning Wisdom, ii. 25^, at the very open- book h. 

• •' * CHAP V 

ing; ''But how is it not a vain thing that they say, that §8,9. 



even His Wisdom was in ignorance, diminution, and passion ? iren aus. 
For these things are alien from Wisdom, and contrary to her ; 
they are no affections of hers; for wheresoever there is want 
of foresight and an ignorance of what is useful, there is not 
Wisdom. Let them not therefore any longer give the name of 
Wisdom to a passible seon ; but let them relinquish either 
its name or its passions/^ Now can any one suppose that 
Irenseus would have objected to these heretics their as- 
cribing to their fictitious Wisdom the affection of ignorance, 
if he had himself attributed to the true Wisdom, that is, to 
the Son of Ood, the very same imperfection? Besides, it 
is Irenseus whom we have heard declare, that the immeastur- 
able Father is measured in the Son ; that the Son contains 
and embraces the Father. Is it credible that he who wrote 
thus should have himself supposed that the Son of God was 
in any respect ignorant of the will of the Father? In short, 
if any one is doubtful in this point, let him read over again 
the words of Irenseus^ which we have already quoted in this 
chapter, § 5. For there, in instituting a comparison between 
man and the Son of Ood, he attacks the omniscience which 
the Valentinians impiously arrogated to themselves, on this 
ground, that no man, no created being, " is equal to, or like 
the Creator, nor has been for ever co-existent with God, 
as His own proper Word has.'* It is therefore certain, that 
Irenseus did allow a most absolute omniscience to the proper 
Word of God the Father, as equal to, and eternally co-ex- 
istent with Him". 

9. But inasmuch as some writers, with whom Sandius 
leagues himself, charge Irenseus also with this, that he no- 
where in his writings acknowledges the divinity of the Holy 
Ghost, I have thought it well in this place, in passing, to 
vindicate the most holy martyr from this calumny likewise. 

^ Quomodo autem non Tanum est, phiam passam sonem voceiit; led aut 

quod etiam Sophiam ejua dicunt in ig- Tocabuium ejua aut passiones pneter- 

norantia, et in deminoratione, et in niittant. — [c. 18. p. 140.] 

paaaione fuiase? Hsc enimaliena aunt ' [c. 25, 3. p. 158.] 

a Sophia et contraria, aed nee aflec- " [See Bp.Buira Reply to O. Gierke 

tionea ejua aunt ; ubi enim eat impro- [28], where he apeaka more at length 

yidentia et ignorantia utilitatia, ibi concerning thia paaaage of Ireneua. 

Sophia non eaL Non jam igitur So- — B.] 

BULL. n 



178 Evidence {against Sandius) that Si, Ir emeus believed 
ON THE I shall therefore shew, briefly indeed, but most clearly, that 



CONBUB- 



83 



btantia'- Irenseus believed that the Holy Ghost is, 1. A Person dis- 
LiTY OP tinct from the Father and the Son, not a mere unsubsist- 

THE SON. , . 

ing energy of the Father** ; 2. A divine Person, that is to 

say, of the same nature and essence with God the Fatht 
and the Son. The former proposition is sufficiently proved 
from the following passages, not to mention very many 
others. In book iv. chap. 14*, he thus speaks concerning 
the Son ; " Receiving testimony from all, that He is truly 
man and that He is truly God, from the Father, from, the 
Spirit, from the angels,'' &c.; where the Father is mani- 
festly one witness, and the Holy Ghost another, and both dis- 
tinct from the Son, to whom they bore witness. He refers, 
it is plain, to the baptism of Christ, in which all the three 
Persons of the most Holy Trinity distinctly shewed themselves 
at the same time, the Father in the voice which sounded 
from heaven, the Holy Ghost in the dove which descended 
from above, the Son in human flesh. Shortly after, in this 
same passage, he says again ; ^^ There is one God the Father, 
and one Word, the Son, and one Spirit.'' Here " one," and 
''one/' and ''one," necessarily make three Persons; and it is 
likewise clear that the Holy Ghost is by Irenseus called one 
in the same sense as the Son also is called one; but 
the Son, as all allow, was held by Irenaeus to be a Person 
distinct from the Father. But most explicit is the passage 
from the 37th chapter of the same book, the whole of which 
I have quoted above ; I wiU however again cite a portion of 
it k ; '^ For there is ever present with Him (the Father) His 
Word and His Wisdom, the Son and the Spirit, through 
whoin and in whom He made all things freely and sponta- 
neously ; to whom also He speaks, when He says, ' Let us 
make man in Our own image and Ukeness.' " Observe, both 

'abletemo. the Son and the Holy Ghost were ever, i. e., from eternity*, 
present with the Father; yet neither of them was the Father 



[231] 



^ Non meram Patris iv4pytiay iufU' 
w6<rTttfroy, [i.e. not a mere energy of 
the Father, without a distinct perso- 
nality or subsistence.] 

> Ab omnibus accipiens testimO' 
nium, quoniam vere homo et quoniam 
yere Deus, a Patre, a Spiritu, ab ange- 
lis, &c. . . . Unus Deus Pater, et unum 
VerbiUD, Filius, et unus Spiritus, &c. 



— [o. 6, 7. p. 235.] 

^ Adest enim, inquit, ei (Patri) sem- 
per Verbum et sapientia, Filius et 
Spiritus, per quos et in quibus omnia 
libere et sponte fecit, ad quos et loqui- 
tur dicens, Faciamus hominem ad ima' 
ginem et similitudinem nof/rirm.— [c. 20* 
p. 263. See above, p. 174.] 



ttie Personality and the Divinity of the Holy Ghost. 179 

Himself; and if in the words^ " Let us make man/' &c.^ the book il 

Father addressed not only the Son but the Holy Ghost like- '^ ^9. ^' 

wise, then the Holy Ghost, equally with the Son, is a Person irenjeus. 

distinct from the Father. Besides, from this passage the 

divinity also of the Holy Ghost is certainly inferred ; for He is 

said to have existed from eternity with the Father and the 

Son ; nothing however is eternal, at least in the judgment of 

Irenaeus, except God. Next, He is associated with the Father 

and the Son in the work of creation ; the work of creation 

however, according to Irenaeus, (and indeed according to all 

of sound mind,) is the peculiar attribute of God alone. For in 

book iii. chap. 8, (a passage which we have already adduced*,) ' [p« 168.] 

he teaches that He who makes and creates other things, is 

so distinguished from what is made and created, that He 

who creates is Himself uncreated, eternal, self-sufficient ; 

whilst they on the other hand have a beginning of existence, 

are susceptible of dissolution, depend upon their Creator, 

and do service, and are subject to Him. Whence also, 

in the same passage, from the fact that God the Father 

created all things through His word or Son, he infers that 

the Son Himself is, equally with the Father, uncreated, 

eternal, and Lord of all. But in other places also Irenseus 

expressly asserts the divinity of the Holy Ghost. Thus in a 

passage also quoted already, in book iv. chap. 17 ^ the Son 

and the Holy Ghost are called the very offspring and image' 'ip» pi*©- 

of God the Father; and that for the purpose of distinguish- figuntio. 

ing them from ministering angels, created by^ God the 'a. 

Father through* the Son and the Holy Ghost, which are all *p«'« 

in consequence declared to do service and to be subject 

to the Son and to the Holy Ghost, equally as to God the 

Father, that is, as to their Creator. But beyond all exception 

is that passage of Irenaeus in book v. chap. 12, wherein he 

teaches that the Holy Spirit differs from that breath*, or* afflatus. 

spirit, whereby Adam was made a living soul, inasmuch as [^^^J 

the Holy Spirit, being uncreated, is the Creator and God 

of all things, whereas that breath was created. The passage 

is most worthy of being quoted entire ; " The breath of Ufe,*' 

he says", ^' which also makes man a living being, is one thing, 

' [c. 7, 4. p. 286. See above, p. 172.] et animalem efBcit homioem ;. et aliud 
" Aliud est, inquit, afflatua vitae, qui Spiritus Tivificana, qui et spiritalem 

n2 



180 IretuBu^s interpretations y though incorrect ^ prove that 

ON THB and the life-giving Spirit^ which also makes him spiritoal, is 

sTANTiA- another thing; and on this account Isaiah' says; 'Thussaith 

LiTY OP the Lord, that created the heaven and fixed it, that made 

THE SON. 

fp. ., - firm the earth, and all that is in it ; that giveth breath to 

ziii. fi.] the people that are upon it, and [the] Spirit to them that 

tread thereon ;' declaring that breath is bestowed in common 

upon all the people that are on the earth ; but the Spirit 

peculiarly to such as tread underfoot earthly desires. Where- 

* [Isaiah fore Isaiah' himself says again, distinguishing the things 

we have spoken of, ' For the Spirit shall go forth from Me, 
and I have made every breath ;' reckoning the Spirit indeed 

* in Deo to be peculiarly in God', who in these last times hath shed 

deputans. i. t/ 

It forth on the human race through the adoption of sons ; 
but the breath in common on the creation, declaring it also 
to be a created being. Now that which is created is a 
different thing from Him who created it ; the breath accord- 
ingly is temporal, but the Spirit is eternal"/* We do not 
now trouble ourselves with this awkward interpretation of 
the prophet^s words, for we are not consulting Irenseus as 
at all times the happiest expositor of Holy Scripture, but as 
a most trustworthy witness of the apostolic tradition, at 
any rate so far as concerns a primary point of Christian 
doctrine. Nor is it our present concern to enquire how vaUd 
the Scripture testimonies are by which he has established 
catholic doctrine, (although generaUy even in this respect he 

efficit eum. Et propter hoc Esafas ait, Tvrvfxa ^Movotovy, rh Ktd wvrvfioTachp 

Sic dicit DomitnUf qui fecit ccelum, et airhy kwortXovv, Koi 8i& rovro 'H<rafaf 

fixit iUud; qui firmavit terrain^ et qua ^triv odrw \4y€t K^pios 6 wotinras rhy 

in ea sunt ; et dedit qffkitum popuiOf qui oupavhif, icol trrtotAtras avrhv^ 6 v^^af 

tuper earn est, et Spiriium his, qui cal- r^v yijy, Ka\ ra ip o^r^* koX iiSobs 

cant Uiam ; afflatum quidem commu- wvd^v r^ \a^ r^ 4t airr^y, koX irrwfta 

niter omni, qui super terrain est, po- rois irarowiv aMfy r^y filr wvi^ 

pulo dicens datum ; Spiritum autem ir<un\ kow&s t^ M yrjs \a^ ^tras 8c- 

proprie his, qui inculcant terrenas con- i6o$ai' rh Bi irptdfia lil»s Korairarovei 

cupiscentias. Propter quod rursus ipse r&s yti&ius httBvpJias' Zih koI ir^iy 6 

Esaias distinguens quae praedicta aunt ainhs *H<roias ZiaariKKMv rh. irpoci^- 

ait, Spiritut enim a me exietf et afflatum fi4va ^(rl' wptvfia yhp nap* ifiov 4^9- 

omnem ego feci. Spiritum quidem pro- ^ Ac^irrreu, ired irvo^v wway iyit hroln<ra, 

prie in Deo deputans, quem in novis- ' t^ irircO/ia fSfwv M rov S^ov ri^as rov 

aimis temporibua effudit per adoptio- iKx^ovros abrh ... 9ih rris vloBtaias 

nem filiorum in genus humanum; iwl tV ia^pwrirnra' riiv 8i wo^v 

afflatum autem communiter in condi- Koty&s M rijs icrlfftws, ira2 irolrjfia &ya- 

tionem, et facturam ostendens ilium ; ^ yoptwras aMiv lr«pov ^4 4<m rh irony- 

aliud autem est, quod factum est, ab ' O^y rov wotiifrayros, r/ ohy iryoii irp6e' 

eo qui fecit ; afflatus igitur temporalis, iccupof, rh h\ irvcDfia i,4yyaoy. — c. 7, 4. 

apiritus autem sempitemus. [^rcp^y p. 306.] 

4ari iryo^ t**^^* ^ ^^^ ^vx^tcby &T«p- " See also TertuUian adv. Marcion. 

yafofi4yfi rhy Mpmroy' koI tr^poy ii. 4. almost throughout 



the Holy Ghost was held to be Uncreated and Eternal. 181 

has remarkably approved himself to all men of learning and book n. 
piety,) but rather what he held to be catholic doctrine. In ^ g^'i * 



this place therefore, I say, Irenseus manifestly declares, that Irenjeus. 
the Holy Ghost is both God and Creator. For, as Petavius [233] 
has very well remarked, the phrase, the Spirit being reckoned 
to be in God [in Deo deputari), which in Greek would be 
€v Oe^, or els Oebv Xoyi^eaOaiy means the same as to be 
reckoned to be God {Deum deputari) » ; just as when he im- 
mediately addsP, "declaring the breath [to belong] in com- 
mon to the creation, and to be created,^' what he says is 
the same as, that it is held to be created and made. Then 
he clearly asserts, that what is made, that is to say, the 
breath, is different firom the Spirit, that is, from Him who 
made it ; and that the latter is eternal, whilst the former is 
but temporal. According to Irenaeus, therefore, the Holy 
Ghost is neither a thing created, nor made, but is God, pro- 
ceeding forth from God*, and the Creator, and Eternal. And * Deus ex 
thus much at present is enough concerning Irenaeus. eoexiens. 



87 
CHAPTER VI. [239] 

CONTAINTNO EXCEEDINOIT CLEAR TESTIMONIES OUT OF ST. CLEMENT OF 
ALEXANDRIA, CONCERNING THE TRUE AND SUPREME DIVINITY OF THE 
SON ; AND, FURTHER, CONCERNING THE CONSUBSTANTIALITY OF THE 
WHOLE MOST HOLT TRINITY. 

1. I NOW proceed to St. Clement of Alexandria, the con- CLEif.AL. 
temporary** of Irenseus, and the genuine disciple of the cele- 
brated Pantsenus, who, as Photius, [BibUotheca] cod. 118, [240] 
relates on the testimony of others, had for his masters those 
who had seen the Apostles ; nay, and who had also himself 
been a hearer of some of them. Of him even Petavius' 
allows, that he adapted the Christian doctrine concerning 
the Word and Son of God to the views of Plato, for the 
most part without being at all suspected of error; and that 

" The Greek in John Damascene is, p [Thus understood hy Petavius ; 

rh wvw/jLa i9lofs M rov &tov rd^aSf r^if Afflatum in conditionem, et facturant 

B^ irvoiip Kouf&s hrl rijs KrftrcMs, ired ostendens.] 

trolrifia hwyopticas aMiv, The last ^ Clement flourished from the year 

words confirm the explanation of the 192. Cave. — Bowyer. 

most learned Bp. Bull — Grabe. ' De TrinitatCi i. 4. 1. 



182 Peiaviug's and Huefs charges against Clement, 

ON THE his statements relating to the Son of God are correct^ and in 
sTANTiA- tarmony with the catholic faith. In the same passage, how- 
LiTY OP ever, and almost with the same breath, (that none of the 

THE BON 

ancients might slip through his hands without being branded 

by him with the stigma of error on this article,) he finds 
fault with certain things, even in Clement, as savouring, for- 
sooth, of the character of the doctrine of Plato and Arius ; of 
these we shall treat in their proper place. But I am beyond 
measure surprised at Peter Daniel Huet, a very learned, and, 
(so far as one can judge from his writings,) an extremely 
candid man ; in that, when Bellarmine defends Origen on 
the ground that the opinions of his tutor Clement, and of 
his pupils Dionysius of Alexandria, and Gregory Thauma- 
turgus were sound and orthodox on the mystery of the most 
holy Trinity, Huet in his Origeniana makes this reply*; 
'' Nothing, certainly, could he have said more prejudicial to 
the cause of Origen; for not one of the three entertained 

> BatiB. very* pure and sound views respecting the Trinity. For 
whilst Clement separates the substance of the Son &om that 
of the Father, in such a way as to make it inferior ; Dionysius 

' woififio. of Alexandria aJBSrmed that the Son was a creature' of the 
Father, and dissimilar to Him, and 'uttered expressions 
altogether unsuited to the Spirit,' saith Basil (Epist. xli.)^, 
who also animadverts on Gregory Thaumaturgus, for having 
openly declared the Son to be a created being/' By and 
by we shall have to speak of the illustrious pair of Origen's 
[241] pupils, as well as of Origen himself. At present our enquiry 
relates to Origen's teacher, Clement. I have, certainly, with 
no small diligence, examined all the genuine writings of Cle- 
ment of Alexandria which are now extant, and that with the 
especial view of ascertaining his sentiments on this article 
[of the faith.] The result of this examination is my convic- 
tion, that of the catholic doctors who preceded the Nicene 
Council, and even of those who succeeded it, no one has 
inculcated the true Godhead of the Son more clearly, dis- 
tinctly, and significantly than the Clement of whom we are 
treating. In truth this writer's pages are full on both sides 
with this doctrine. Accordingly Ruffinus (on the corruption 

* Huet. Origeniana. ii. 2. quest 2. * i^Kt ^viis ^Ktrra wptwo6va$ r^ 

n. 10. [p. 122.] iriff^/uart. [£p. ix. § 2. t iii. p. 91.] 
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of the books of Origen) wrote thus of Clement" ; " Clement, book ii. 
a presbyter of Alexandria and catechist^ of that Church, in *^£ Y/^'' 
almost every one of his books declares the glory and eternity clem. Al. 
of the Trinity to be one and the same." Out of this so great * magi«ter. 
store we will select some of the more marked passages. 

2. Not far from the opening of his Protrepticon, or Ex- 
hortation to the Grentiles, Clement cites' that notable pas- 
sage of Paul, out of his Epistle to Titus, ii. 11 — 13: "The 
grace of God, that bringeth salvation, hath appeared' unto all * iw^^dtrn- 
men, teaching us that, denying ungodliness and worldly lusts, 
we should live soberly, righteously, and godly in this pre- 
sent world ; looking for that blessed hope, and the glorious 
appearing' of the great God and our Saviour Jesus Christ :" > #Tt^. 
and understands by the designation of ' the great God,' in "*"*'• 
this passage, our Saviour Christ to be meant; subjoining 
these most beautiful words; "This is the new song, the 
Epiphany*, which hath now shone forth amongst us, of that *<iri^€io. 
Word, who was in the beginning, and who was before ; and 
now of late hath He appeared, the Saviour who was before ; 
He who is in Him that is hath appeared, in that the Word, 
who was with God, by whom all things were made, hath ap- 
peared our Instructor ; the Word, who at the first gave unto 
us life, when He had moulded us as Creator; manifesting 
Himself as our Instructor, hath taught us good life, that 
afterwards, as God, He might bestow upon us eternal life." 
Here Clement recognises our Saviour Christ as eternal, " ex- 
isting," that is, "in the beginning and before [the begin- 
ning] ;" as consubstantial with the Father, as being " Him 
that is in Him that is," that is to say, subsisting in the very 
essence of God the Father; and, lastly, as "God, the Giver of 
the present life and of everlasting life." In the same book 
he exhorts the Gentiles to believe in the Son, in these^ 



[242] 
88 



« Clemens Alexandrinus presbyter 
et magi^ter illiua ecclesis, in omnibus 
pene libris suia, Trinitatis gloriam at* 
qne stemitatem unam eandemque de- 
signs t [p. 50.] 

iwi^pdtf^tat ii yvp iKKdfiyjfao'a iv ^fiuf rod 
4v i(>xV ^*^os KcA irpo6trros \6you, /irc- 
^dyri 8i fvityxot 6 irpoitv trorrfip' 4irt' 

wphs rhp 9fhpf BiZdffKa\os iirtipdyri^ f 
r& irdrret Btirt/uoCpyifrai. Kiyos, 6 koI 



rh ^v iy ^XV f^^ '''^^^ wXdtreu wapa- 

(Tjci'v iff Urifuovpyhs, rh ti fpy iHBa^fy, 

iwtipaytU &s BiHdtrKtiXos, lya rh &«2 fpy 

Strrtpoy &s Bths x^PVT^I^' — P* 6* LP* 

7-] 

y wttrr^wroy, &y0pvw9, kyBp^tf ica2 

Bc^' irltrrtvo'oyi AyBpvirtt r^ ira06yrt, 

Koi wpotncvyoufidy^ Qt^ {Ayri' irtcrrt6- 

irarty ol SovAoi, t^ vtxp^' irdyris &f- 

Bpwroi m(rr(^€BT9 fi6ytp r^ irisnwy &y- 

ep^oty B(^, — p. 66, [p. 84.] 
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The Word called God, and, very God, 



ON THE 
CONSUB- 
8TANTIA- 

LITY OP 
THE SON. 

* halluci- 
natur. 



[243] 



' Verum 
Deum ma- 
nifestiaai- 
mum. 



[Isaiah 
ix.6.] 



* natus. 



words; (in the translation of which Hervetus^ as is usual 
with him^ blunders^ miserably; the passage oiight to be 
turned thus ;) " Believe, O man, in [Him who is] man and 
Grod ; believe in Him that suffered and is worshipped, the 
living God ; ye slaves, believe in Him, who was dead ; 
all ye men believe in Him, who is the only God of all 
men/' In these words he pronounces Christ to be Grod as 
well as man, the living God who is worshipped, (which is 
a manifest circumlocution for the true God,) and [who is] 
in short, the only God of all men. 

3. What again can be more noble than those words which 
we read in the same book, in the next page but one? there 
Clement calls our Saviour", ''The divine Word, who truly 
is the most manifest God, made equal to the Lord of all ; 
because He was His Son, and [because] the Word was in 
God^*/' He employs words so emphatic that he seems to 
have used his utmost endeavour to express fully the supreme 
Godhead of the Saviour. He calls Christ the divine Word, 
very God, very God most manifest^, equal to God the Father; 
and he subjoins this as a reason, that He is the Son of God, 
that is, true Son bom of Himself; and that He is the Word, 
subsisting in God Himself. Again, in his Psedagogus, i. 5, 
near the end, after observing that the greatness of the Son of 
God is declared by Isaiah, namely, in these words, "Wonder- 
ful, Counsellor, the mighty God, the everlasting Father, the 
Prince of Peace," he immediately subjoins^ ; '' O the mighty 
God ! O the perfect Child ! the Son in the Father, and the 
Father in the Son.'' Afterwards in the sixth chapter of the 
same book he speaks of the Son as* "the perfect Word, 
bom • of the perfect Father," that is to say, the Son corre- 
sponds to His Father, of whom He was begotten*, in every 
kind of perfection. The reader would find it worth while to 
weigh attentively this entire passage in Clement's own book. 



s [Hervetus (GentianuB), Canon of 
Rheima, is the author of the Latin 
translation, which Potter has retained 
in his edition of Clement's works.] 

> 6 0«7of \^os 6 if>eaftpi&Taros oyrws 

tri ^v vlhi ainovt koX b \6yos fiv iy r^ 
ecf.— p. 68. [p. 86.] 

b [See these words again quoted in 
Book iv. 2. 4. B.—Bp. Bull translated 
these words, (4 ^wtfH&raros 6invs e«6f,) 



** qui est manifestissime verus Deus," 
''who is most manifestly 'the true 
God ;" (as did also Dr. Burton in his 
Testimonies to the Divinity of Christ, 
p. 148.)] 

* cS rod fi€yd\ou B«oS* & rov t€- 
Aff(ou weuHtoV vihs iv irarpl, Koi xerr^p 
rfrw/^.— p. 91. [p. 112.] 

«* rhy xAyoy t<Ac(Ov, 4k r€\tlov ^^- 
ra rod warp6s, — ^p. 92. [p* 113.] 
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After a considerable interval^ lie in the same chapter utters book it. 
a full and perfect confession of the most holy Trinity in these *^§ 2—4! 
words •; " One, first, is the Father of all things; and one Clem. AlI 
also is the Word of all things ; and the Holy Ghost is one 
and the same in every place." Observe, how to each several 
Person of the Holy Trinity he attributes divine energy, such [244] 
as to pervade all things^; the first Person being the Father ^renim 
of all things*, the second being in like manner the Word of ^^["' 
all things', and, lastly, the third being present every where 'univer- 
and in all. Furthermore, in the seventh chapter of the ■**"*™- 
same book, he thus speaks concerning Christ the Instructor 
{PtedagogusY ; '^But our Instructor is the holy God Jesus, 
the Word who is the Guide of the entire human race; 
Himself, the God who loveth man, is our Instructor." 

4. Also throughout the eighth chapter of the same book, 
he is taken up in proving that all the attributes of God the 
Father, (those, I mean, which are absolutecr^) are common to 
Him with the Son, by reason of the divine nature which 
belongs to both alike, and that whatsoever is predicated of 
the Father is also applicable to the Son. The whole chapter 
indeed deserves to be read, but it may be enough for me to 
point out a few passages to the reader. He proves that Christ 
hates no man, but rather desires the salvation of all, by the 
following argument ^ ; "If therefore the Word hates any 
thing, He wishes that it should not exist ; there is, however, 
nothing of which God doth not afford the cause of its exist- 
ing ; nothing therefore is hated of God, nay, nor yet of the 
Word ; for Both are One', [that is,] God." Then, after treat- » Ir. 
ing fully out of the Scriptures concerning the primary attri- 
butes of God, that is to say, goodness and justice, and after 
shewing that they equally belong to the Father and the Son, he 



* cff ii\v b Tuv Z\wy Harffp' th 9\ 
Koi. 6 r&v 8A«y AiyQS' koI rh Tlytvfta 
rh Syiov %v, Kcd rb ainh irama}(Ov, 
[Bp. Bull translated these words, " et 
Spiiitus Sanctus unus, qui et ipse est 
ubique," ''and the Holy Ghost one, 
who Himself also is every where," and 
it will be seen arraes from that trans- 
lation.]~p. 120. [p. 123.] 

' 6 8i ^fi^ffios wcuiayttyhs Sytos 
B^hs 'IifiToDf, 6 wdurris r^s iufOpctir^n^os 
Kt^Tfyt/iitp \^os' tUnhs 6 ^t\dyBp€twos 



B€6s iffTi waiSayvy6s. — p. 109. [p. 
131.1 

s [Because some are relative, e.g. 
to be the Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, &c.] 

** cf ri fya fuffti 6 \6yos, /So^Acroi 
alnh ju^ ttvat' obB^y 9^ fcriv, ot fiii t^p 
ttlrleiy rou clroi 6 Bths ir€ip4xtTM' oMp 
Af,a futrtireu ^h rod BcoD' &AA* oM 
(nrh Tov K^ov tv y^ Afi^, 6 Bt6s. — 
p. 118. [p. 135.] 
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ON THE thus at length concludes* ; '' So that in very truth* it is evi- 

8TANTI a'- ^^^ *^** *^® ^^ ^^ ^^ ^ ^^® ^^y> E^>^i j^*> *^® Creator, the 
LiTY OF Son in the Father, to whom he glory for ever and ever. Amen/' 

- "^ -— And here the reader who has any sense whatever will not need 

[245] ^^j Qjjg ^ suggest it in order to perceive, that the Son, in 

the Father, and with the Father, is declared to he God of all, 

BmUus, ^' '^^o alone is good, and just, and the Creator of all things, 
and to whom accordingly should be ascribed glory for ever- 
more. Again he makes use of these very magnificent ex- 
pressions concerning the Son of God^ ; " For he that hath 
THE Almighty God the Word*, is in need of nothing, 
and never is at any time without supply of that which He 
wants ; for the Word is a possession that needeth nothing, 
and the cause of all abundance ^'' Lastly, at the end of his 
Psedagogus, he thus prays to the Word or Son of God, 
together with the Father"; ''Be Thou merciful to Thy 
children, O Instructor, Thou, O Father, charioteer of Israel, 
Son and Father, Both One, O Lord -" and soon afterwards 
pours forth praises to the most holy Trinity in the following 
form : " Let us give thanks,'* he says, "to the alone Father 
and Son, Son and Father, the Son our Instructor and 
Teacher, together with the Holy Ghost also ; all things to 
the One; in whom are all things ; through whom' all things 
are one ; through^ whom is eternity^ ; whose members all 
are ; , whose glory are the ages ° ^ ; all things to the Good, 
all things to the Lovely, all things to the Wise ; all things to 
the Righteous ; to Him be glory both now and unto all ages. 
[246] Amen.'' That man is blind in mid-day light, who does not 



* Bi' By. 

* Bi' By. 

* ai&y9S, 



^ its thai rats &Ai}0cf«ur frara^avif 
rh rSfv (TvfiTdyrwy Sthv tva fi6yov elycu, 
iiyaBhy, BtKcuov, Bri/uoupyhy, vlhy iy ira- 
rp2, f ii B6^a els robs eu&yas r&y eu4' 
ywy, 'A/i^if.— p. 119. [p. 142.] 

k iiytyBeiis ydp 6 rhy warroKpdropa 
Bfhy Kiyoy tx^^i ««l oWcvif, ^y xpf- 
ffi, &Topci irore* Krtitns y^p 6 \6yos 
iytyBfiiSt xtd tinropias hrdtnis cCh-ios. — 
PiBdagog. iii. 7. p. 236, 237. [p. 277.] 

' [Bp. Bull quotes this passage of 
Clement again in his answer to G. 
Gierke, { 8.--B.] 

"* tKoBt rots (ToTst wcuBaywy^, iroi- 
Biots, wariip, V^ox< 'Iffpa^X, vl^ iral 
rar^p, ty &/l(^, K^pic. . . . r^ ii6ytp 
Torpl Koi vl^, vl^ Kcd irorpl, waiBaytty^ 
Ktd BiBaaicdK^ w^ ffhy iral r^ kyltp 



sryt^fiori' irAyra r^ iyt' iy ^ rii wdyra' 
Bi* %y rh irdyra ty Bt* hy rh hti' oB 
fi4\ri wdyrrs' ov B6^et, alwv^s' iriiyra np 
iiyaB^, irdyra r^ icaX^, irdpra r^ coip^, 
r^ BiKod^ rh irdyra' ^ ^ B6^a koI yvy 
Ka\ CIS robs at&yaSf *Afi^y. — p. 266. [p. 
311.1 

B [ Cujus sunt gloria et taeula, ' whose 
are the glory and the ages,' is Bp. 
Bull's Tersion of this clause; on this 
Grabe observes; "I think it should 
rather he translated cujus gloria sunt 
s/ecula; whose glory are the celestial 
spirits, or the angels. For which sig* 
nification of the word ai&yts, see what 
I have noted on Irenaeus, p. 9. numb. 
2." (p. 32. Yar. Annot tn edit Bene- 
dict)] 
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clearly see that in this doxology is contained a fnll and per- boor ii. 
feet acknowledgment of the Trinity of one substance, that ^^X^' 
is to say, of one God subsisting in three Persons, the Father, clem. Al. 
the Son, and the Holy Ohost. 

5. But that I may not appear to have altogether neglected 
the books of the Stromata, I shall here adduce one or two 
passages out of them. In the fourth book he thus speaks con- 
cerning Christ** ; '' Thus the Lord draws near unto the righte- 
ous, and nothing is hid from Him of our thoughts, and of 
the reasonings which we entertain? ; the Lord Jesus, I mean, 

who, according to His almighty will, is the inspector' o{^i^Kovop. 
our hearts.^' These words need no comment. In the 
seventh book, in treating of the divinity of the Word, or Son 
of Grod, every where present, and having a care for all things, 
even the least, he illustrates it with this most apposite and 
elegant similitude^ ; '^ For even as the sun not only enlightens 
the heaven and the whole world, shining both on land and 
sea; but also sends its light through windows and the little [247] 
crevice into the innermost recesses of the house; so the 
Word, shed abroad everywhere, looks upon the most minute 
portions of the actions of life.^' There are, indeed, many more 
passages from Clement, which I might have added to these ; 
but one who is not satisfied with these, nothing will satisfy. 

6. Let us now see what Petavius and the other over- 
critical censurers of the holy Fathers, (not to call them by 
a worse name,) have brought forward out of Clement, in 
opposition to these so clear and express statements, in order 
to prove that he was infected in some degree with the taint 
of Arianism. The first passage which Petavius' alleges is 
from the seventh book of the Stromata, in which Clement 
writes thus concerning the Son of God' : " Most perfect, in- 
deed, and most holy, and most lordly, and most command- 
ing, and most royal, and most beneficent is the nature of 

* offrvf iyylfti rots Stirafotf 6 K^- ^ inrtp yiip rp6irov 6 ^Aiof ot fi6yop 

ptos, KcA olJiktf \4Xri$€¥ ahrhv rAv 4v- rhv otpayhv iced rhv li\0¥ ic6trfioy ^r/{ci, 

voi&v Kol r&y hakoyifffimy &v rotovfitBa' y^v re iced BdXcurtroM iwiXdfiiwy, &\\iL 

rhv K^piov *lfiirovy \4yw, rbw r^ voano' icai Biik BvplBw koI fuKpas dv^s rpbs 

KparopiK^ BtXiitiart MffKoiroy r^s jrop- rohs fivxaiTcCrovf oXkovs airoirr^AAci riiy 

tias rifiwy, — p. 617. [p. 611.] abyfiy ofhcts 6 \6yos rdarr^ Ktxvptdyos 

V [The words iyyl^ti (iyy^s 4ffrt in ko) tA fffMcp^ara r&v rov fiiov-wpd^twy 

S. Clement of Rome) rois 9tKalois 6 4wifi\hru. — p. 711. [p. 840.] 

Kdptos, Kcd o^y \4\fiBty alrhy r&y 4y' ' De Trin. i. 4. 1. p. 702. 

votwy jral r&y BtaXoyurfiAy &y iroio^ ' TcXciarrcCri} 8^, ical crytArrdErii, jral 

fi«9a, are taken from Clement of Rome, Kvpitarini, Ka\ irf^iioyiKt^ixiit tceX /Sa- 

C. 21. — B.] oiXiKtari,ryit KtX thtpytriKtrrdni ^ vlov 



188 Passages objected to by Petavins explained, and their 

ON THE the Son, which is most closely conjoined^ with the alone 

sTANTi a" Almighty/' For thus I conceive the word irpoaexeaTorq [in 

LiTT OP the last clause] should be translated: in the sense in which 

THE SON 

- things which are most near to, and conjoined with, any things 



* conjunc- 



tissima. and immediate cause', are called irpoaeyri by philosophers'. 
' conjuncta Petavius makes this remark, however, on the passage : " He 

cum reel _ /.-lo. . «ai.V^-i 

causa im- says the nature of the Son is most near' to Almighty Grod; 
mediata. ^y^h savours of the spirit of the Platonic and the Arian 
esse. dogmas. But the nature of the Son is not most near to, but 

identical with the Father .'' And I suppose Huet had this 
[248] passage, cited by Petavius, in view, when he declared " that 
it was laid down by Clement that the substance of the 
Son is inferior to that of the Father/' The answer, how- 
90 ever, is easy. In this passage the divine nature of the Son 
is viewed by Clement not absolutely, but relatively, or per- 
sonally, as they express it, [i. e.] so far forth as it con- 
*Y\\\\(nr6' stitutes the Person^ of the Son; for^ the word ^i/o-i^, as 
f^"f."'* also the word ova la. is sometimes used by ancient writers to 

'scilicet a 1 • • -L 1 

signify Person. (See chap. ix. sect. 1 1, of this book.) So 
that Clement is to be regarded as having meant nothing else 
than that the Son is most intimately conjoined with His 
Father. And what harm, I ask, is there in this ? At any rate 
Gregory Nyssen in his Epistle to Ablabius, vnthout incur- 
ring any blame, designated the Son as '' that° which is irpo- 
a-ex&f, most nearly, continuously, or (in other words) im- 
• iic. mediately [derived] firom* the first [cause]," that is, from 

God the Father. But even if you were to understand 
Clement in this passage to attribute the first place to the 
Father, and the second to the Son — ^what is there new in 
'^l«xV this? Indeed that there is a certain eminency^ appertain- 
quan .^^ ^ ^^^ Father, inasmuch as He is the fountain of Deity 

>Princi- and the principle of the Son^, the Scriptures throughout 
pium FiliL testify, and the fathers acknowledge with one consent, both 
ante-Nicene and Nicene, and those also who wrote subse- 
quently to that council ; as we shall afterwards shew in its 
proper place ^. It is certain, however, that Clement did not 
at all mean that the substance of the Son is inferior to that 

^6att, 4 'TV A^J^ vayTOKffdropt vpoat^ quod proxime, continenter, sive im- 

X^trrdrri, — [p. 831.] mediate est ex priino. — Oper., torn, iu 

< [See the answer to Gilb. Gierke, p. 459. [vol. iiL p. 27. See above, p^ 

I 19.] ' 232. note z.] 

* rh vpoetx^i ^^ fov vpArov, id ' [Book iv.] 



Catholic sense shevm by the context and other passages. 189 

of the Father. The many passages which we have already book ii. 
adduced^ in which he (if any ancient writer whatever) most '^^^g^'y/* 
openly acknowledges the consubstantiality of the Son and clem. Al. 
His true divinity^ are inconsistent with this notion; indeed^ 
the context of this passage itself is inconsistent with it. For 
in the words which immediately follow^ Clement speaks with 
exceeding honour * (as Petavius himself observes) concerning " perqoam 
the Son of Gk)d, attributing to Him these primary attributes ^^^^ ^^' 
of Deity, indivisibility, unchangeableness, eternity, omnisci- 
ence, and omnipresence. But especially is it to be remarked, 
that in the self-same passage, the Son is designated by 
Clement, as being " entirely the mind*, entirely the light of [249] 
the Father/' which words certainly do plainly declare the'Jxaf rods, 
common nature of the Father and the Son y. J^J^J 

7. Furthermore, Petavius alleges the following words of 
Clement, occurring after a short interval, in the same book' ; 
'' Nor could the Lord of all be ever restrained by another, es- 
pecially in ministering to' the will of His good and almighty <jca2 fu(. 
Father:" but what darkness has this very learned man here ^**^«^^^«^ 
made in a clear sky ! Let every lover of truth peruse the 
words of Clement which precede and follow, and he wiU 
wonder, I am sure, what has here come into Petavius's mind. 
Throughout the passsage Clement is intent upon shewing 
that Christ is the common Saviour, and promotes the sal- 
vation of all men, so far as in Him lies, saving always the 
liberty of the human will. Now he says that no crea- 
ture is able to hinder Christ in bringing about the salva- 
tion of mankind, since He is Lord of all; moreover that 
the Father, who is also together with the Son the Lord of 
all, wills not to hinder Him ; inasmuch as in this work the 
Son is fulfilling the Father's will. Clement asserts the 
same, (and the expression is iq)proved of by Petavius 
himself,) when he calls » the Son " the true Comrade * * mtppym- 
with the good-will of Gk)d towards man.'' Lastly Petavius ijl'^^^r. 
alleges a passage of Clement, Strom, iv.*: ''God, then, 

7 [See this passage of Clement again fueri TlarpSs. — p. 703. [p. 882.] 

quoted and defended in Bp. Bull's Re- * r^f rov Scov pt\ay9pvirias trwa' 

ply to G. Gierke, § 24. — B.l y»¥urr^s yrfiaios Paedagog. i. 8. p. 

> oM* 60' Mpov KiuKvBtlfi Mv^ &r 4 114 [p. 1S6.1 

r^ rov iyaBov jcal wturroKfidropos OcA^- oVk ftrru^ iwiffrmiwucis' 6 9h vlhs ao- 



190 Further objections answered; twofold usage of/cri^eip. 



' &yair6- 

SfflXTOS. 



ON THE as not being within the range of demonstration i^ is not 
otan'tia- ^thin that of knowledge * ; but the Son is wisdom^ and 
LiTY OP knowledece. and truth, and whatsoever else is akin to this : 

THE SON C3 -^ ' 

and especially also admits both of demonstration and expli- 
cation'/' It is^ however^ manifest^ that Clement in these 
• oim M- words meant nothing else than that God the Father can- 
r250l ^^^ ^^ *^y ^® found out* and known immediately and by 
»iirrf8fi|iK Himself*, but is revealed by* the Son, who, as the Word of 
ijxfi icaX Qod made flesh, hath revealed both Himself and His Father 
4 cognosci *^ nien, according to their capacity. Now if this be Arianism, 
^ per se. I fear that the Apostle John himself, will at last be called 
' P®'* an Arian ; for, in his Gospel, i. 18, he has written thus, 
" No man hath seen Gt)d at any time ; the Son, who is in 
the bosom of the Father, He hath revealed Him/' Nay 
more, in the same passage, in the very next words, Clement 
with a single stroke, as it were, gives a death-blow to all 
the Arian blasphemies, when he says of Christ, that He is 
an infinite circle, comprehending within Himself alone all 
the virtues and powers of the Godhead, immense, and, in 
7 exUtendl fine, eternal, having neither beginning nor end of being ^. 
We shall quote the passage afterwards in the third book. 
You see how frivolous are the points which Petavius has 
alleged against our Clement. 

8. Others also have censured him for having somewhere « 
called the Son of God "the first created Wisdom' d/' But 
this likewise is altogether to no purpose. For in that 
passage 'of Clement it is evident that the word teriaros 
(created) means the same as yevvrjro^ (begotten) ; as also in 
Latin the word creare (to create), is put for gignere (to 
beget); as ' Sulmone creatos/ i. e., ' progenitos* Certainly 
from what has been already brought forward out of his 
own writings, it is clearer than noon-day that Clement did 
not believe the Son of God to be a creature. I shall here 
subjoin the words of that great man Hen. Yalesius ; " At all 






[261] 



4fla Tf iffrl, Koi ixitrrfifiri, kcA MiBttOt 

teal &v<{Sei4iy Ixci iccU 8i^(o8oi^. — p. 637. 
[p. 635.] 

c Strom. V. p. 591. [699.] 

' No doubt he had in view that pas- 
sage in Proverbs viil 22 ; where Wis- 
dom says; Kiputt fHTur4 fi€ itpx^iv 



69&V abrov tls $pya ainov, " The Lord 
created me in the beginning of His 
ways, before His works of old (LXX);" 
as Clement cites these very words in his 
Hortatory Address, and explains them 
of the Word, or Son of God. — ^p. 52. 
B. C— [p. 67.]— Grabs. 



Sanding 8 objections from the Hypotyposes — a spuriotis work, 191 

events the ancient theologians/' he says®, " and especially »0'^k "• 
those who niTote before the time of the council of Nice, § 7J.9. * 
understood by the word /cri^eiv, not only the act of creation Clem. Al. 
which takes place out of nothing, but geuerally all pro- 91 
duction, as well that which is eternal as that which takes 
place in time/' In precisely the same way must that pas- 
sage be expounded which Clement cites &om the Apocryphal 
books of Peter, in his Stromata vi/ " For God is in truth 
one, who made the Beginning of all things, meaning His first- 
begotten Son/' That is, it was usual with the Greeks, as it 
seems, (whom we also imitate in our English,) to say irotelv 
reKvayfacere liberoa for liberos generare; and thus does the 
author of this last passage explain himself by immediately 
subjoining, *' meaning His first-begotten Son^" "M'7^d»j' 

9. Lastly SandiusS reproaches Clement with a work which '^^^ '^^ 
was formerly extant but is now lost, entitled Hypotyposes, vi6p. 
in which, according to the testimony of Photius, cod. 109, 
there were many germs of Arian heresy*, especially in that^perfidiie. 
he numbered the Son of God amongst created beings. But this 
is nothing worth^, and is unbecoming a man who has under- * nauci. 
taken to give us the very kernel^ of ancient ecclesiastical his- ^Ducleus. 
tory. For learned men of the present day (and amongst them 
Petavius himself) allow that those blasphemous statements [252] 
[in the Hypotyposes] were by no means Clement's own, 
but foisted on him by some impostor; and this judgment of 
theirs is abundantly confirmed out of Photius himself; since 
Photius in the same place declares that in these books of 
Hypotyposes it is taught, that matter is eternal ; that ideas 
are introduced^ as it were by determinate decrees ; that souls * induct 
pass from body to body ; that many worlds existed previous 
to Adam ; that Eve came forth from Adam not in the way 
the sacred Scriptures relate, but in some unclean way ; that 
angels had connexion with women and raised up children of 
them : moreover, that there were two Words of the Father, 
of which the lesser was seen by men, nay, not even that. 
How contrary all these statements are to the teaching of 



• In his notea on EusebiuB, p. 8. [i. rhr wpcrrAyowow vUv. — p. 644. [p. 769.] 
2. p. 9.] f Sandiufl de Script EccL, p. 24; 

' eft yhip r^ 6rri ivrlr 6 S^hs, ts and Enucl. Hist. Ecdes. l p. 94. 



192 This and other adulterated toritifigs objected to by Ruffinus. 



ON THE Clement, as expressed in his genuine and undoubted writings, 
f,™.V it is needless to say. Added to which the same Fhotius, 

8TANTIA- •' ' 

LiTTop who otherwise was easily led to entertain the worst sus- 
-^^^-^^^ picions of Clement, as being the preceptor of Origen, inti- 
mates plainly enough that he did not at all believe these 
statements to be really Clement's, in that he shortly after- 
wards adds**, " and a thousand other blasphemies and follies 
does he utter, either himself, or some other person assuming 
his name/' Lastly, Photius himself, cod. 110, when treating 
of the three books of the Paedagogus and the Exhortation to 
the Gentiles, which all allow to be genuine works of Clement, 
observes that, whether you look to doctrine or style, these 
works are very imlike the Hypotyposes; his words are'; 
'* These discourses have no resemblance to the Hypoty- 
poses, for they are both altogether free from their foolish 
[253] and blasphemous opinions, and the style is flowery, and 
elevated to a becoming dignity, combined with sweet- 
ness, and the manifold learning is befitting.'' For my 
own part I have no doubt that it was mainly these books 
of the Hypotyposes that BufBnus had in view, (and per- 
haps also the eighth book of the Stromata in the corrupted 
state in which it appeared in some of the copies of his time, 
as Photius has also noticed in the place cited before, cod. 110,) 
and that it was these which he was comparing with all the 
other undoubted writings of Clement, in which the catholic 
doctrine of the most blessed Trinity is uniformly maintained, 
when he used the words (in part cited by me before) con- 
cerning him ^, '' Clement also, presbyter of Alexandria, and 
imagUter. catechist' of that Church, in nearly all his books speaks of 
the glory and eternity of the Trinity, as one and the same • 
and yet sometimes we find certain chapters in his books in 



^Xvapci, efrc odr^s , *1r4 ris trtpos rh 
alrov wp6<r9gfrov iwoKptBtls. — [Phot 
cod. 109.] 

I oM^K 9k ZfMiotf Ixoiwi irpihs rits 
tworirwAirtis Btroi bI k&you r&y tc yitp 
fioratiiy jroU $\a,cr^4^aep itwiiXAayfjJyoi 
8o|£y Kn^fffrfiKwrtf icol 4i ApAais iaiBiipiif 
jcol tit iyKO¥ iipfi4tni erv/ifitrpoy fierd 
Tov ^i4t9s, jrol ^ wo\vfiid0€ia 4fi'wp4' 
woxfea. — [Phot. cod. 110.] 

k Clemens quoque Alexandrinus 
pretbyter, et magister ecclesie illiuR, 



in omnibus pene libris suis Trinitatis 
gloriam atqae seternitatem unam ean> 
demque designat ; et interdum inveni- 
mu8 aliqua in libris ejus capitula, in 
quibus Filium Dei creaturam diciL 
Numquin credibile est de tanto riro, 
tam in omnibus catholico, tam erudito, 
ut vel sibi contraria senserit, vel ea, 
quae de Deo non dicam credere, sed 
vel audire quidem impiura est, script* 
reliquerit? — Ruffinus de adult, Ub. 
Origen. — [p. 50.] 



Terttdlian plainly asserts the Consubstantiality of the Son. 193 

which he calls the Son of God a creature. But is it credible book it. 
respecting so great a man, who was so catholic in all points^ § ITvn \\ 
and so learned, that he either held self-contradictory opi- 
nions, or left behind him in writing statements which it 
were impiety, I will not say to believe respecting Qod, but 
even to listen to?'' And thus far concerning St. Clement 
of Alexandria. 



CHAPTER VII. 93 

[256] 

THE DOCTaiNE OF TEBTULUAN CONCERNING THE CONST} BST AN TIALITT OF 
THE SON IS SHEWN TO COINCIDE ALTOGETHER WITH THE NICENE CREED. 

1. Wb hkve now come to Tertullian^ Although thisTERTUL- 
writer has been supposed by some to have denied the eternity 
of the Son, — by such, that is, as either have been unable, or 
have not cared to investigate the meaning of an obscure 
author, for I shall hereafter shew that Tertullian, how- 
ever he may in some places have expressed himself, did in 
reality acknowledge the eternal existence also of the second 
Person of the most holy Trinity, — still has he every where 
uniformly and in the most express terms confessed the con- 
substantiality of the Son. Bead only his single work against 
Praxeas, in which he treats fully and professedly of the most 
holy Trinity ; he there asserts the consubstantiality of the 
Son so firequently and so plainly, that you would suppose the 
author had written after the time of the Nicene council. We 
shall exhibit to the reader some of the more striking passages 
both out of this book and out of other writings of Tertullian. 
In the twenty-first chapter of his Apology, he says"* : "We 
have been taught concerning Him as concerning one put 
forth^ from God, and by [that] putting forth* generated', and * prolatum. 
consequently called the" Son of Qod and God, from unity tjj^^*' 
OF SUBSTANCE, for God also is a Spirit.'' Here he plainly ' genera- 
infers that the Son is of one substance with the Father, *^"** 
that is to say, is o/Aoovaios (consubstantial) with Him, from 

' Tertullian embraced the Christian mus, et prolatione getieratum, et id- 

religion about the year 185. Care, circo Filiuin Dei et Deum dictum, ex 

— BowYER. UNITATE SUBSTANTIA: nam et DeuB 

" Hunc ex Deo prolatum didici- Spiritus. — [p. 19.] 

BULL. O 



194 Tertullian'9 iUustratums of the Divine Generation of 



ON THE 
CON8UB- 

8TANTIA- 
LITY OP 

THE SON. 

^ ex Patre. 



propne. 



[257] 



' materis 
matrix. 

^ traduces 

qualita- 

tum. 



* alteram. 

* modulo. 

7 gradu 
non statu. 



' illustris. 



probola. 



10 



species. 



the circumstance that He has heen generated of the Father^ 
His meaning is the same^ when^ in his book against Praxeas^ 
chap. 7, he thus writes concerning the Son of God ° ; "He 
is the First-begotten^ as begotten before all things ; and the 
Only-begotten, as alone begotten of God, in a way peculiar 
to Himself*, from the [very] womb of His heart.'* 

2. Let us, however, consider the similes, by which Tertul- 
lian has attempted, up to a certain point, to explain the gene- 
ratioYi of the Son ; [for] these manifestly prove His being 
of one substance [with the Father.] In the Apology, after 
the words already quoted, these also follow ° ; " And when a 
ray of light stretches forth from the sun, [it is] a portion 
from the whole, but the sun will be in the ray, because it 
is a ray of the sun, and the substance is not separated, but 
extended : so is Spirit from Spirit, and God from God, as 
LIGHT kindled from light : the original source of matter' 
remains entire and unimpaired, although you borrow thence 
many derivations of [scil. possessing its] qualities^ ; so also 
what has proceeded from Gk>d is God and the Son of God, 
and Both are One : so also [is] Spirit from Spirit, and God 
FROM God : [This] has made a second' in mode^ not in 
number ; in gradation, not in state ^ ; and It has not gone 
away from, but has gone forth from Its original source.'* 
Here you have the very words of the Nicene Creed and a 
meaning also exactly the same. There is also a remarkable* 
passage in the book against Fraxeas, chap. 8^; "This," 
says he, "will be the putting forth* of [scil. taught by] the 
truth, the guard of the Unity ; whereby we say, that the Son 
was put forth from the Father, but not separated. For Gt>d 
put forth the Word, as the root the plant, and the fountain the 
stream, and the sun the ray. For these forms^" also are put- 



" Primogenitus, ut ante omnia geni- 
tus; et unigenitus, ut solus ex Deo 
genitus, propne de vulva cordis ipsius. 
—[p. 608.] 

" £t cum radius ex sole porrigitur, 
portio ex summa, sed sol erit in radio, 
quia solis est radius, nee separatur sub- 
stantia, sed extenditur: ita de Spiritu 
Spiritus, et de deo deus, ut lumen 
DE LUMINB accensum: manet integra 
et indefecta materiae matrix, etsi plures 
inde traduces qualitatum mutueris ; ita 
et quod de Deo profectum est, Deus 
est et Dei Filius, et unus ambo ; ita et 



de Spiritu Spiritus, et de deo deus : 
modulo alterum, non numero, gradu, 
non statu fecit ; et a matrice non re- 
cessit, sed excessit — Apol. c. 21. [p. 
19.] 

' Haec erit probola veritatis, custos 
unitatis, qua prolatum dicimus Filium 
a Patre, sed non separatum. Protulit 
enim Deus Sermonem, . . . sicut radix 
fruticem, etfonsfluvium, et sol radium. 
Nam et ists species probols sunt 

EARUM 8UB8TANTIARUM, eX quibus 

prodeunt — [p. 504,] 



the Son imply His Consubstaniialiiy. 



193 



tings forth^ of those substances^ out of which they come book n. 
forth." Parallel to this is another passage of the same book, ^§ l—s"' 
chap. 13*» ; '' I shall follow the Apostle/' he says, '' so that, if tertul- 
the Father and the Son are to be mentioned together*, I shall "•'^"' 
caQ the Father God, and name Jesus Christ Lord. But^^^^f' 
when Christ is [mentioned] alone, I shall be able to call Him ' pariter. 
Grod, as the same Apostle says, ' Of whom is Christ, who ^™- «• 5. 
is over all, God blessed for ever.' For a ray of the sun also, 
[spoken of] by itself, I should caU sun ; but if I were speak- 
ing of the sun, of which it is a ray, I should not forthwith 
call the ray also sun. For although I make not two suns, 
still I should reckon both the sun and its ray to be as much 
two things, and two forms^ of one undivided substance, as * species. 
God and His Word, as the Father and the Son." In these [258] 
words he affirms, that Christ is called by the Apostle, " God 
over all, blessed for ever,'' and distinctly teaches that the 
Father and the Son are of one, and that an undivided, sub- 
stance *. So also in his third book against Marcion, chap. 6 ', < unias et 
he expressly declares, that " Christ is both the Spirit and the g„t8^miiB 
substance of the Creator," and that ''such as knew^ not the Sagnove- 
Father, could not know* the Son, by reason of His being of J^°*- 
the same substance ^" This, indeed, was the invariable cere, 
teaching of Tertullian, as he testifies himself, in his treatise ^^ 
against Fraxeas, chap. 4, where he says', " I derive not the ^^l^' 
Son from any other source, but from the substance of the stands 
Father." So also in the twelfth chapter of the same book*, ^^ * *°" 
" StiU," he says, " I every where hold one substance in three 
coherent [Persons]." 

8. Hence also in his Treatise "^^ On the Flesh of Christ," 
[in] distinguishing the twofold nature in Christ, the divine 



* Apostolum seqaar, ut si pariter 
nominandi fuerint Pater et Filius, 
Beum Patrem appellem, et Jesum 
Christum Dominnm nominem. Solum 
autem Christum potero Deum dicere, 
sicttt idem apostolus, Ex quibus Chris- 
tui, qui estf inquit, Deut super omnia 
bsnedictus ra avum omne. Nam et ra- 
dium solis seorsum solem yocabo ; so- 
lem autem nominans, cujus est radius, 
non statim et radium solem appellaba 
Nam etsi soles duos non faciam, tamen 
et solem et radium ejus tam duas res 
et duas species unius indivisa sub- 
stantia numerabo, quam Deum et 



Sermonem ejus, quam Patrem et Fi- 
lium.— [p. 507.] 

' [Non negans enim filium] et Spi- 
ritum et SUBSTANTIAM Creatoris esse 
[Christum ejus], eos qui Patrem non 
agnoverint, nee Filium agnoscere po- 
tuisse, per ejusdem substantije con- 
ditionem [concedas necesse est] — [p. 
400.1 • 

• Filium non aliunde deduce, sed de 

SUBSTANTIA PATRI8. — [p. 502.] 

' Csterum ubique teneo unam sub- 
stantiam in tribus cohsrentibus. — [p. 
506.] 
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196 TertuUian's statements on the Two Natures of Christ ; 

ON THE and the humaii^ in opposition to those who denied the reality 

sTANTiA- of *^® Flesh of Christ, Tertullian also expressly teaches that 

LiTY OP the same Christ, in respect of His more excellent nature, 

THE SON 

— ^ is truly Grod, and of* the suhstance of God ; and also, in 



* ex. 



*pariter. reg^^d of His other nature, is in like manner' truly man, 
and has truly taken unto Himself the substance of man; 
and, moreover, declares that in the former nature He was 
not bom, that is to say was uncreate or not made ; in the 
latter, was bom and made. These are his own express state- 
ments in the fifth chapter of the forementioned treatise " ; 
'utriusque "Thus His being classed under each substance^ exhibited 
census? ** Him as man and God ; on the one hand bom, on the other 

* non not bom* ; on the one hand fleshly, on the other spiritual ; 
"pr»^r- ®^ *^® ^^® hand weak, on the other of surpassing strength * ; 
tern. on the one hand dying, on the other living; which peculiar 

properties of these conditions, the divine and the himian, are 
<dispuncta distinguished^ by the equal reality of each nature, by the 
7 fide. same certainty' [of the existence] both of the Spirit and 
[259] of the flesh/' In this passage a countryman of ours inter- 
prets the words " not bom*' thus, *^ that is, [not bom] of a 
human mother ;'' but altogether wrongly; for by parity of 
reasoning, Christ might, even as man, be said to be not bom, 
i. e., [not bom] of a human father. I am, however, quite per- 

• multum suaded that Tertullian (who gained much® from [the study 

of] the Greek ecclesiastical writers) here had in view, and in 
great measure transcribed, the celebrated passage of Ignatius, 
out of his Epistle to the Ephesians, which we have before 
quoted ^ : " There is one Physician," &c. For Ignatius's ex- 
pression in that place, yevirriros /cal aryewTyros, is rendered 
by Tertullian natus et non natus i^' born and not bom'') ; so 
also Ignatius's aapKiKo^ koX irvevfiariKo^ is in Tertullian 
hinc carneus inde spirUalis {'^ on the one hand fleshly, on the 
other spiritual"); what Ignatius expressed by ip aapxl or 
^i; avOp&yn-m Gebf, (" God in flesh," or '' in man/') that Ter- 
tullian expresses by et Deus et homo (" both God and man") ; 
and lastly, what Ignatius expressed by iv davdrtp gwi), (" life 

" Ita utriusque substafitise census ventem. Qus proprietas conditionaony 

hominem et Deum exhibuit ; hinc na- divinae et kumanss, ssqua utique naturse 

turn, inde non natum ; hinc carneum, utriusque yeritate dispuncta est, eedem 

inde spiritalem ; hinc infirmum, inde fide et spiritus et carnis. — [p. 310.] 

prsfortem { hinc morientem, inde vi- ^ See chap. 2. § 6 of this Book, [p. 96.] 



probably dei^edfrom St, Ignatius. 197 

in death/^) that Tertullian expressed by hinc mariens, inde book h. 

CHAP VII 

vivens (" on the one hand dying, on the other living*') ; so that § s. 
Tertullian seems to have translated the Greek text of Igna- Tertul-^ 
tins almost verbatim into Latin. And, indeed, several con- ^^^^' 
siderations induce me to believe, that in this place Tertullian 
used the words of another, (I mean, of Ignatius,) not his own. 
First, it might justly be thought very strange, if Tertullian 
had by mere chance fallen upon so many of the very words 
of Ignatius, and that just as they were arranged by him in 
continuous antithesis. Secondly, Tertiillian, when he uses 
his own mode of expression, uniformly speaks of the Father 
alone, as not bom {non natum) ; understanding that alone to 
be properly called ' not bom,' which has not sprung from any 
original. But, doubtless. Ignatius's expression ar/^pvrjros, had 
to be rendered with verbal precision non naius ; and Tertullian 
perceived, from the antithesis, that nothing else was meant 
by Ignatius than that Christ, in that He is God, is uncreate ; 
and this he himself also acknowledged. And to this we must 
also add the fact, that that sentence of Ignatius in his Epistle 
to the Ephesians seems to have been regarded as a remark- [260] 
able saying, and of great use against heretics who taught 
blasphemous doctrines respecting the Person of Christ; so 
that it became of very frequent use^ amongst the doctors • celcbrem. 
of the Church. Accordingly Athanasius, Gelasius, and Theo- 
doret have aU employed it. Hence too, (I may observe in 
passing,) there is a clear refutation of the sophistical argu- 
ment of Daill^ against the Epistles of Ignatius derived from 
the silence of Tertullian ; *' Tertidlian," he says, " remarks, 
that the Marcionites were 'premature abortions'^, in that 'prseco. 
they called Christ a phantom ; and this he proves from ^bortivoa. 
the Apostle John. But Ignatius censures their doctrine, so 
that, if Tertullian had had any knowledge of him, he woiild 
have added his testimony to that of John." To this it is 
replied by that right reverend and most learned prelate of 
ours, Bp. Pearson ^ that in the extant writings of Tertul- 
Han, he has never quoted, in the exact words, any passage 
from any ecclesiastical author, with the mention of his 
name ; and this I think is most true. And I add this, that 
nevertheless in the passage cited, Tertullian has adopted the 

r Viiul. Epist Tgiiat Part I. c. xi. p. 102. 
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thoughts of Ignatius^ and to a great extent his very words, 
suppressing all mention of his name ; and that against those 
who maintained that Christ was a phantom^ the same whom 
Ignatius also impugned. I leave this to the judgment of 
the learned^ and myself return to the course of my subject. 

4. In harmony with all this is the fact, that TertuUian, in 
more than one place, explicitly declares that the Son, in that 
He is God, is of like honouri with God the Father, and equal 
to Him. Presently we shall hear his own words^ asserting, 
that all the three Persons of the Godhead, the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Ghost, as they are of one substance, so are they 
also OF ONE STATE^, AND OF ONE POWER. And as respects 
the Son, he confesses, in his book against Praxeas, chap. 
17, that all the names and attributes of the Father belong 
also to the Son, so far forth as He is the Son of God. 
His words are*; ''The names of the Father — God Almighty, 
the Most High, the Lord of Hosts, the King of Israel, He 
that Is — ^inasmuch as* the Scriptures so teach, these we say 
belonged also to the Son, and that in these the Son has come, 
and in these has ever acted, and thus manifested them in 
Himself unto men. 'All things,' He says, 'that the Father 
hath', are Mine.' Then why not His names also? When 
therefore you read Almighty God, and Most High, and God 
of Hosts, and King of Israel, and He that Is, consider 
whether the Son also be not indicated by these, who in 
His own bight is God Almighty, in that He is the Word of 
God Almighty.'' There is a still more explicit passage in his 
treatise against Mardon, iv. 25*; "'All things,' (He saith,) 
' are delivered unto Me of the Father.' Thou mayest believe 
Him, if He be the Christ of the Creator, to whom all things 
belong*; since [in that case] the Creator hath [but] de- 
livered all things to Him who is not less than Himself — ^to 
the Son : — all things [I say] which He created by Him, i. e. 



' Nomina Patris, Deus omnipotens, 
Altissimus, Dominus virtutum, Rex 
Israelis, Qui est, quatenus ita Scrip- 
turse docent, hsc dicimus at in Filium 
competiisse, et in his Filium venisse, et 
in his semper egisse, et sic ea in se 
hominibus manifestasse. Qmnia, inquit, 
Patris mta sunt. Cur non et nomina ? 
Cum ergo legis Deum omnipolentem, 
et Altissimum, et Deum virtutum, et 



Regem Israelis, et Qui est, vide ne per 
hsc Filius etiam demonstretur, suo 
JURE Deus omnipotens, qua Seimo 
Dei omnipotentis. — [p. 510.] 

' Omnia sibi tradita dicit a Patre, 
Credas, si Creatoris est Christus, cujus 
omnia, (; ed. Par. 1674.) quia non mi- 
NORi se tradidit omnia Filio Creator, 
qus per eum 'condidit, per Sermonem 
scilicet suum. — [p. 440.J 
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by His own Word/' You may add to these passages the ex- book n. 
press words of Tertullian in his treatise on the Resurrection ^5 ^3^5'/ 
of the Flesh, chap. 6 ** ; " For the Word also is God, who tertul- 
being* in the form^ of Grod, thought it not robbery to be J*'^'*- . 
EQUAL with God/' and also those in the seventh chapter of tn8, Unci^- 
his treatise against Praxeas*^; '"Thenceforth making Him^*"''J. 
EQUAL WITH Himsclf, firom whom by proceeding, He became 
His Son ;'' and also those words of the same Tertullian in 
the twenty-second chapter of the same work** ; '' In saying 
' I and My Father are One *,' He shews that they are Two ^, ' unum. 
whom He makes equal* and joins together." * ^"°*- 

5. And by these statements should be explained those 
expressions which occur in the writings of Tertullian, in 
which he says, that the Son stands in the same relation to 
the Father as "a part*" to "the sum^," or whole, from«portio. 
which it is taken, and, as it were, plucked oflF^. That is to say, 'summwn. 
metaphorical expressions of this sort ought not to be pressed tur. 
too closely^, but to be interpreted with candour, in a fair and » nou ad 
good sense, with attention, that is, to the mind and views g^c^^' 
of the author, as they are elsewhere explained with greater [262] 
clearness and in unmetaphorical language ^^ In some respects ^* propriis 
the analogy holds good ; in others, however, it is unsuitable^^ ^^^ "' 
In the following respects it corresponds ; 1. In that, as a part veniens. 
does not, alone and of itself, constitute the whole, so the 
Son also is not the whole of that which is God ^^, but, besides » non est 
the Son, other Persons" also subsist in the divine essence, °™°jf jfj 
namely the Father and the Holy Ghost. 2. In that, as a Deus. 
part is taken out of the sum or whole, and the whole is natu- ^ •^'* 
rally prior to its portions or parts, so the Son also is derived vu%, 
from the substance of the Father, and the Father, as Father, 
is, as it were, naturally prior to the Son. The analogy 
however fails in the following respects; 1. We understand 
by '' a portion" that which is divided and separated from the 
whole : the Son, however, is, and ever was, undivided from 
the Father. And this Tertullian uniformly and on all occa- 
sions affirms. Thus in a passage already adduced out of his 

*> £t Sermo enim Deus, qui in effi- [p. 503.] 

gie Dei constitutus non rapinarn exis- ^ Unum sumutf dicens, Ego et Paler, 

timayit pariari Deo. — [p. 328, 829.] ostendit duos esse, quos ^QUAt et 

^ Exinde eum parem sibi faciens, jungit. — [p. 513.] 
de quo procedendo fiiius factus esl. — 
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ON THE treatise against Praxeas, chap. 8 • : '^ The Son, we say, was 

iTANTiA- P^* ^^^*^ ^^™ *^® Father, but not separated from [Him] ; 
LiTY OP and chap. 9' : " Keep in mind on all occasions, that I pro- 
fess this rule [of faith], by which I testify, that the Father, 



* insepara- the Son, and the Spirit are inseparable * from each other ;" 

and chap. 19«j "We have likewise shewn that in Scrip- 
ture two Gods are spoken of, and Lords two ; and yet, that 
they may not be offended at this assertion, we explained 
how that they are not said to be two, in that they are Grods, 
nor yet in that they are Lord« ; but two, in that they are 
' non ex Father and Son : and this not by separation of substance ', 
substan- "* ^^* from their mutual relation ' j since we declare the Son 
tia. to be indivisible and inseparable * from the Father.*^ 2. A 

disposU P^'^ ^* ^^^^ ihha the whole from which it is taken ; the Son, 
tione. however, is in all respects, (excepting that He is the Son,) 
ratum**' ^^^®' *^^ equal to* the Father, and has and possesses aU 

* par et that the Father has. This also Tertullian plainly teaches in 
«qua IS. ^Y^^ several passages which we have just now adduced \ To 

these may be added an expression in book iii. chap. 6 ^ of 

his treatise against Marcion, where, after saying, that the 

[263] Son is a portion out of the fulness of the divine essence, he 

soon after expressly adds, that that portion is " co-sharer of 

•plenitu- the. fulness •.'' When, however, Tertullian, in his treatise 

sortem. " against Praxeas, chap. 14*, compares together the Father 

and the Son by an analogy derived from the sun, (that is, as 

he expresses it, from the " sum itself of the substance," which 

is in the heavens, the excessive brightness whereof cannot be 

looked on, and its ray, whose brightness is endurable, " tem- 

' pro tern- pered as it is by its being only a portion ',") it must be under- 

portionii stood (unlcss you are disposed to charge Tertullian with the 

grossest contradiction) of that economy' which the Son of 

e Prolattttn dicimns Filium a Patre, turn Filium a Patre pronuntiamus. — 

sed non separatum. — [p. 504.] [p. 511.] 

' Hanc me regulam professum, qua ^ See also iv. 2. 5. 
inseparatos ab alterutro Patrem et Fi- * [p. 400 ] 

Hum et Spiritum testor, tene ubique. ** [TertuUian's words are; "Sicut 

—.[Ibid.] nee solem nobis contemplari licet, 

g Ostendimus etiam duos Deos in quantum ad ipsam substantis sum- 

Scriptura relates et duos Dominos; et mam, quae est in ccslis, radium autem 

tamen ne de isto scandalizentur, ra- ejus toleramus oculis pro teniperatura 

tionem reddidimus, qua Dei non duo portionis, quae in terras indeporrigitur.*' 

dicantur, nee Domini, sed qua Pater p. 508.] 

et Filius, duo; et hoc non ex sepa- * These words of Tertnllian may 

ratioue substantia?, sed ex disposi- also be referred to that condescension 

tione, quuui indiviuuum et insepara- of the Son, wherein fruni the [time ot'j 
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God^ out of His great love to the human race, voluntarilj book in 
undertook; by which^ that is to say, ever since the fall |^e. 
of the first man. He condescended ^, and made Himself, tmtul- 
so far as might be ^, visible to holy men in every age, '•'^*- 
and in the fulness of time became man, and held familiar .i^^ ^"**~ 
intercourse with mankind. Nay, I shall hereafter, in the'otcunque. 
fourth book, most evidently shew, that this was indeed the 
very mind and view of ^Tertullian and of the rest of the 
fathers, in those passages in which they prove that He who 
appeared to the patriarchs, was not Grod the Father Himself, 
but His Son— -on this ground, that the Father is invisible, 
and cannot be inclosed in space ; whereas the Son is visible, 
and is found to have a local presence '. * et in loco 

6. But why dwell on this? Tertullian throughout his writ- '^P*"*^"^- 
ings explicitly confesses the entire Trinity of one substance and 
of one majesty *. Thus in the second chapter of his treatise * SftooUiow 
against Praxeas, having recited the rule of faith *, he thus ®^ *'*^*' 
proceeds'^; ''But keeping that prescription inviolate", still » reguiam 
some opportunity must be given for reviewing [the statements ***®^' 
of the heretics], with a view to the instruction and protection 
of certain persons ; were it only that it may not seem that 
each perversion is condemned without examination, and 
prejudged; especially that [perversion,] which supposes it- 
self to possess the pure truth, in thinking that one cannot 
believe in one only God in any other way, than by saying, 
that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost are the very 
same Person. As if in this way also One were not All, in 
that All are of One, by unity, that is, ol substance, whilst 
nevertheless the mystery of the economy is guarded, which 



[264] 



creation itself He stooped and accom- 
modated Himself to the things created ; 
on this point see iiL 9. § 10, 11. 

"* Sed salva ista praescriptione, utique 
tamen propter instructionem et muni- 
tionem quorundam, dandua est etiam 
retractatibua locus; vel ne videatur 
unaqueeque penrersitaa non examinata, 
sed prsejudicata damnari; maaime 
h»c, qU9 se existimat meram verita- 
tem possidere, dum unicum Deum non 
alias putat credendum, quam si ipsum 
eundemque et Patrem et Filium et 
Spiritum S. dicat. Quasi non sic quo- 
que unus sit omnia, dura ex uno om- 
nia, per substantise scil. unitatem, et 



nihilominua custodiatur otKovo/ittis sa- 
cramentum, quae unitatem in Trinita- 
tem disponit, tres dirlgens, Patrem, 
Filium et Spiritum S. ; tres autera non 
statu, sed gradu; nee substantia, sed 
forma; nee potestate, sed specie ; univs 

AUTEM SUBSTANTIVE, ET UNIUS STA- 
TUS, ET UNIU8 POTEST ATI8 ; quia unus 
DeuB, ex quo et gradus isti, et formae, 
et species, in nomine Patris et Filii et 
Spiritua S. deputantur. — [p. 50 1.] 

B [That is, the principle by which a 
position that is contrary to the creed is 
thereby determined to be false, without 
further examination.] 
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ON THE distributes the Unity into a Trinity, placing in their order 

stantia"- three [Persons], the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost; 

LiTY OF three, however, not in condition^ but in degree : not in sub- 

THE BON. 1./. ^. -I*. ,9 

\ stance, but in form ; not in power, but in aspect' ° : yet of 

a gpecie. ^^^ SUBSTANCE, AND OP ONE CONDITION *, AND OP ONE POWER ; 

96 inasmuch as it is one Ood, from whom these degrees, and 

» statuB. forms, and aspects * are reckoned, under the name of the 

' »pe«ciu Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost/^ Where, if 

I mistake not, by the word gradus (degree) he would have 

us understand that order, whereby the Father exists of Him- 

<prodeBt self, the Son goes forth* immediately from the Father, and 

• procedat the Holy Ghost proceeds • from the Father through the Son ; 

so that the Father is rightly designated the first, the Son 

the second, and the Holy Giiost the third Person of the 

Godhead. And by the expressions fomuB (forms) and spe^ 

cies (aspects), he seems to have meant to indicate the dif- 

ydWersos fercut modcs of subsistence^, whereby the Father, the Son, 

Inrdpluts. ^^^ ^^^ Holy Ghost subsist in the same divine nature. Be 

that however as it may, it is manifest that in these words all 

the three Persons of the Godhead are laid down to be of one 

96fioowrtovs substance and one dignity ^. And to this should be added 

totr^' «^^*^er P^^^e <>^ *^ «a"^e treatise, chap. 13 ; where he 
•defini- saysP; ''We do indeed distinguish two, the Father and the 
^^^' Son, and again Three, with the Holy Ghost, according to 

*» facit the principle of the [divine] economy, which introduces ^^ 
number, in order that the Father may not (as you per- 
versely infer) be Himself believed to have been born and to 
have suffered, which it is not lawful to believe, forasmuch as it 
" traditum. hath not been so handed down". Still never do we utter from 
[265] our mouth [the words] two Gods, or two Lords, not as if it 
were not true that the Father is God, and the Son is God, 
and the Holy Ghost is God, and each is God; but foras- 
much as in earlier times there were two Gods and two Lords 

® [The word species is inadequately niam non ita traditum est. Duos ta- 

represented by "aspect ;" see the use of men Deos et duos Dominos nunquam 

it in the passages quoted above, from ex ore nostro proferimus ; non quasi 

this Treatise, p. 194, note p,and p. 195, non et Pater Deus, et Filius Deus, et 

note q.] Spiritus S. Deus, et Deus unusquis- 

p Duos quidem definimus, Patrem que; sed quoniara retro et duo Dii et 

et Filium, et jam tres cum Spiritu S. duo Domini prsedicabantur, ut, ubi ve- 

secundum rationem (Economise, quae nisset Christus, et Deus agnosceretur, 

facit numerum, ne (ut vestra perver- et Dominus vocaretur, quia Filius Dei 

sitas infert) Pater ipse credatur natus et Domini. — [p. 507.] 
et passus, quod non licet credi, quo- 
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spoken of^ in order that^ when Christ came^ He might both book ii. 
be recognised as God, and be called Lord, being the Son of ^^%\\ 7."* 
[Him who is] God and Lord/' Where, by the way, you tbrtul- 
may observe that TertuUian expressly pronounces the Holy i-iak. 
Ghost also to be God, equally with the Father and the Son. 
This I remark in opposition to an inconsiderate assertion of 
Erasmus 1, to the effect, that for a considerable time, that 
is, until the times of Hilary, the ancient writers never ven- 
tured to give the name of Gt)d to the Holy Ghost. I mighty if 
that were now the question, refute this allegation of Erasmus 
at great length ; but the reader, if he please, can consult Pe- 
tavius on the Trinity, iii. 7. 1, &c. I return to my subject, 
only adding to the passages which have been already cited 
one quotation more from Tertullian, which may be found in 
his tract de Pudicitia, c. 21, where he expressly acknow- 
ledges »^ "The Trinity of the one Godhead, the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost.'' 

7. Before, however, we pass from Tertullian to other ec- 
clesiastical writers, we must detain the reader a short time, 
whilst we refute a strange notion 1 of Sandius. He says it is * com- 
plain that Tertullian, prior to his falling into the heresy of ™*"^'*™- 
Montanus, entertained the same opinions as those of Arius, 
concerning the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. And 
then on this most idle assumption he argues thus ; " Hence, if 
any thing is found in the writings of Tertullian in favour of the 
doctrine of consubstantiality, the Arians have much more right 
to detract from his authority by alleging his Montanism [as an 
objection to it]," (that is, he means to say, than the Catholics, 
who employ that argument for the purpose of correcting cer- 
tain statements of Tertullian respecting the Son of God, which 
appear to them unsound), " as though he had only at last, on [266] 
adopting the views of Montanus, begun to believe in a con- 
substantial Trinity." But on this point this most frivolous 
person is convicted of error by the following very evident 
arguments. First, it is certain that the Catholic doctors who 
preceded both Montanus and Tertullian, whose writings have 
come down to us, did universally hold the consubstantiality 
of the Son, as also of the Holy Ghost, — it is certain, I say, 

^ In his preface to Hilary. ter, et Filiua, et Spiritua Sanctus. — 

' Trinitas unius Divinitatis, Pa- [p. 574.] 
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TerttMian held these doctrines as a Catholic, 
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from the very clear testimonies vhich I have already quoted 
from them one by one. TertuUian^ therefore, first learnt 
the doctrine of the consubstantial Trinity from the Catho- 
lic Church, in whose communion he remained for a con- 
siderable time, and not '^at last^^^ from Montanus, to whose 
party he afterwards fell away. Again, in all the works of 
Tertullian, both those which he wrote previously to, as well 
as those which he wrote after, his defection to the heresy of 
Montanus, statements are found which most plainly esta- 
blish the doctrine of the Trinity of one substance, as all 
are well aware who have studied his writings, and as the 
passages which have already been adduced fully evidence. 
Furthermore, Tertullian himself, after he became a Mon- 
tanist, although he makes a very ridiculous boast, that he 
had been more assured concerning the mystery of the holy 
Trinity, as also concerning the other heads of the Christian 
religion which appertain to the rule of faith, by the spirit of 
Montanus, than he had previously been through the letter of 
Scripture and the tradition of the Church, still expressly 
allows that he had ever held the self-same belief and view 
concerning the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. His 
words in the second chapter of his treatise against Praxeas 
are clear* ; " We indeed,^' he says, '' have ever believed, and 
much more now, — as being better instructed by the Paraclete, 
who is the bringer down* of all truth, — do we believe, that 
there is indeed one only* God, but yet under this dispensation, 
which we call the economy, that of the one only God, there 
be also the Son His Word, who came forth from Him,'^ &c. 
Then having recited the rule of faith, he affirms that the 
Trinity of one substance is therein taught. Now that by the 
Paraclete, Tertullian meant the Paraclete of Montanus, (to 
whose guidance, after having deserted the Church, he had 
now surrendered himself,) the learned are agreed, and the 
thing speaks for itself. In conclusion I would have the 
reader at this place to turn again to what has been already 
said concerning Montanus in the first chapter, § 15, of this 
book [pp. 83, 84.] 

■ Nos vero et semper, et nunc mag's, tamen dispensatione, quam olxoyofdaif 

ut instructiores per Paracletum, de- dicimus, ut unici Dei sit et Filius 

ductorem scilicet omnia verilatis, uni- Senno ejus, qui ex ipso proceaserit, 

cum quidem Deum credimus, sub hac &c. — [p. 501] 
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8. But the reader should observe the wonderful acquaint- book it. 
ance of Sandius with the writings of the ancients, which he § 7'g. ' 
has undertaken to criticise. To prove his hypothesis he tertul- 
makes use of this argument, that those doctrines which '''^''• 
savour of Arianism, are mainly to be discovered in those 97 
works of Tertullian, " which Jerome does not enumerate 
amongst those which he wrote in defence of Montanus^, * pro Mon- 
yea, which he must necessarily have written before he lapsed 
into Montanism, such as are his treatises against Fraxeas 
and Hermogenes/' But, in the first place, we have shewn 
above ^ that in his book against Praxeas the consubstantiality 
of the Son, which is opposed enough to the Arian heresy, is 
taught most frequently and most explicitly. Secondly, so far 
is it from being necessary, that it is manifestly untrue, that 
Tertullian wrote his treatise against Praxeas before he lapsed 
into Montanism. For Tertullian himself expressly professes, 
and that in this very treatise against Praxeas, that even at the 
time he was writing, he was already dissevered from 'Hhe car- 
nal ',^^ as he called them, that is from the catholics, and had *-^'^^ ^' 
joined himself to the party of Montanus. For not far from the [268] 
opening of his treatise, he thus writes" : '^ For when the bishop 
of Brome was on the point of acknowledging the prophecies 
of Montanus, Prisca, and Maximilla, and in consequence 
of that acknowledgment was introducing peace among the 
Churches of Asia and Phrygia, this very same man (Praxeas), by 
false representations about the prophets themselves and their 
assemblies, and by upholding the example of his predecessors 
as an authority', induced him both to recall the letter of peace^ " pmces- 

'' ■orumauc* 

toritates. 

* To the very many testimonies of Patris in Filio, et Filii in Paraclete, ^g-^*' . 

Tertullian which have already been tres efficit cohaerentcs, alterum ex al- P^ 

quoted in this chapter from the treatise tero. .Qui tres uuum sint, non unus ; 

against Praxeas, in support of the con- quomodo dictum est, Ego et Paler 

substantiality of the Son, I add a pas- wnaiM iumtu ; ad substantias unitatem, 

sage, out of the same treatise, c. 25. non ad numeri singularitatem.) Com- 

[p. 516], concerning the Holy Trinity, pare also what is adduced in the fol- 

whichis especially worthy of attention: lowing chapter, 8. f 4. — Or abb. 
" Thus the connection of the Father in » Nam idem (Praxeas) tunc epi- 

the Sod, and of the Son in the Com- scopum Romanum agnoscentem jam 

forter, produces three [Persons] co- prophetias Montani, Prises, Maxi- 

herent one to another. These three mills, et ex ea agnitione paoem eo- 

[Persons] (/rf«) are one thing (tmurn), clesiis Asis et Phrygis inferentem, 

not one Person (««im); as it is said, I falsa de ipsis prophetis et ecclesiis 

and My Father are one (unum) ; with eorum adseyerando, et prscessonim 

respect to unity of substance, not sin- ejus auctoritates defendendo, coegit et 

gularity of number." (Ita connexus literas paoxs revocare jam emissas, et a 



206 Truths held in common by Montanus and the Church. 

ON THE which he had abready issued^ and to desist from his inten- 
btantia' ^o^ of recognising the gifts i. Thus did Praxeas manage at 
LiTY OF Rome two affairs of the devil : he thrust out prophecy, and 

THE SON X 4 w ' 

i — ■ . brought in heresy; he put the Paraclete to flighty and cruci- 
dorum cha- fied the Father/^ TertuUian, you observe, was so incensed 
nsmatum. ^^^ Praxeas, as to say, that he had herein been managing 
the deviPs business, in advising the bishop of Rome to re- 
pudiate Montanus with his followers, and their prophecies. 
TertuUian, then, was not only at that time a Montanist, but 
zealot for that sect. And in the same treatise you may read 
shortly after* ; " And the recognition and defence of the Para- 
clete dissevered us also from the carnally-minded/' As to the 
allegation that Jerome does not enumerate the treatise against 
Praxeas amongst the works which TertuUian wrote in de- 
* pro Men- fence of Montanus^, my answer is, that a clear distinction 
must be made between those works which TertuUian, when 
already a Montanist, wrote specifically in defence of Mon- 
tanus against the Church, and those which he composed, as 
a Montanist indeed, yet not in defence of Montanus against 
the Church, but rather in defence of the common doctrines 
of the Church and of Montanus, in opposition to other here- 
tics. In the former list Jerome puts the treatises de Pudu 
citia, de Jefuniis, de Monoffamia, de Ecstasi; we have given 
the clearest proofs, that the treatise against Praxeas belongs 
to the latter class. This, however^ is enough for the present 
concerning TertuUian. 



tana 



98 CHAPTER VIII. 

[269] 

THS NICIBNE GBEED, ON THE ASTIOLE OF THE OONSUBSTANTIAUTT OF THE 
SON, OONFIBMED BT THE TESTIMONIES OF THE PRESBTTEK CAITTSy AND OF 
THE OELEBBATED BISHOP AND MABTTB BT. HIPPOLTTTJS. 

Caius. 1. I NOW come to those ecclesiastical writers who lived near- 
est to the age of TertuUian. There was extant in the time of 

proposito recipiendonim charistnatam fugavit,etPatrem cnicifixit — [p. 501.] 

concessare. Ita duo negotia Diaboli *■ Et nos quidem agnitio Paraded 

Praxeas Romae procuravit ; prophetiam atque defensio disjunxit a p8ycbicis.<-. 

expulit,ethere8imintu1it; Paracletum [Ibid.] 



testimonies from Cuius and St, Hippolytus, 207 

Hiotius a work entitled, Trepl rov Tlainosy (On the Universe,) book h. 
which some persons very absurdly attributed to Josephus §1*2. 
the Jew, others to Justin Martyr, and some again to Irenaeus, Caius. 
Photius^ also reports. Photius, however, correctly followed the 
view of those who handed down a tradition that the work was 
really written by the presbyter Caius, — who was the author 
of a celebrated treatise called the Labyrinth, and flourished^ 
chiefly in the time of Zephyrinus, bishop of Rome, — as Caius 
himself at the end of the Labyrinth has left it on record, that 
he was the author* of a book on the Nature of the Universe. 
However, how consistently in all respects with the catholic 
doctrine this author wrote concerning the true Gt)dhead of 
Christ, Photius informs us in the following terms ^ \ " How- 
ever, respecting the Divinity of Christ our true God, he treats 
most accurately', both declaring the appellation itself to be- > As h- 
long to Christ, and describing irreprehensibly His ineffable J[^* **" 
generation from the Father." But Caius certainly would not [270] 
have been regarded, at least in the judgment and under the 
criticism of Photius, as tfeating most accurately^ and irre- ' aptis. 
prehensibly of the true Divinity of our Saviour, and of His "™*' 
ineffable generation, if any thing had fallen from him which 
would make for the Arians, or would be inconsistent, even 
in appearance, with the consubstantiality of the Son. It is 
therefore on most just grounds that we class this writer 
amongst those who assert and maintain the catholic faith 
of Nicsea. 

2. After the presbyter Caius we must place next* St. Hippo- Hippolt- 
lytus the martyr*^, and bishop of Portus, (as we learn from j g^].^^^j^_ 
Anastasius the librarian), who flourished during the reign of riandus. 
the Emperor Alexander, the son of Mammea, i. e., about the 



' In his Bibliotheca, cod. 48. 

■ Caius flourished about the year 
210. Cave. — Bowter. 

* Caius wrote a work ' On the Na- 
ture of the Universe,' {Utpl rris rov 
vayrht oMas,) as he has himself left 
on record, at the conclusion of his 
book entitled ' the Labyrinth', as tran- 
scribed by Photius. Whether, however, 
that work is the same as that which 
bears the title, Tltpl rov wavrhf, * On 
the Universe,' and is commonly ap- 
pended to the writings of Hippolytus, 
IS uncertain. Cave. — Bowyer. [See 
Routh, Reliq. Sacr. ii. p. 31. — B.] 



^ ircf>l fi4¥ roi Uptarov rov i^i^wov 
Oeov ^fi&tf &s (yyiffra OtoKoyu, KKrtffiv 
rt abrify h»ai^^yy6ik9Vos XpurroVf ica2 
r^y in Tlwrp6t tuppwrrov y^yyjicritf i^4fi- 
vr»s ijftxypd^v* — [Biblioth. cod. 48.] 

' [Jerome and Theodoret mention 
Hippolytus as a martyr; and it has 
been supposed, that he suffered either 
in the Decian persecution in 250, or in 
that of Maximus in 235. According 
to either of these dates we may safely 
follow Lardner, in considering him to 
have flourished about the year 220. 
Dr. Burton, Test, voL i. 244.] 



208 Sandius objects to the genuineness of the tract of Hippolytus. 

OR THB year of Christ 220. He in his OpusctUa, written against 
sTANTiA- Beron and Helix**, which are found in the Collectanea of Ana- 
LiTY OF stasius, accurately distinguishes the twofold nature in Christy 

and shews that His divine nature is absolutely the same as 

that which is in the Father. For he says, that« "Christ 
1 ivfipoK both is, and is conceived to be, as well infiipte^ Gx>d as cir- 
' rtptypmr- cumscribed' man, possessing perfectly the perfect substance' 
^oMay ^^ each.'' To the same author belongs the following noble* 
Miiustris. confession touching the natures of Christ, the divine and the 
human, than which none more express or significant was ever 
put forth by any one, even after the Nicene council. " For 
* T^ eciby. the Godhead*," he says', " as it was before His incarnation, is 
also after His incarnation, by nature infinite, incomprehensi- 
ble, impassible, incapable of being compounded, unchangeable, 
unalterable, self-powerful, and in a word, having a substantial 
« «4»c<rrkf existence^, alone a good of infinite power.'' Nor will any one 
[2711 ^o^^l^^ ^^^^ Hippolytus should have put forth these so clear 
and magnificent statements concerning the Son of God, if he 
recollects that he was, as the aAcients have handed down, 
the disciple of Clement of Alexandria, who treated most 
»&jlr- accurately' of the divinity of Christ, the true God; as we 
\oytt nave shewn above. 

3. And as these testimonies are so clear and express, San- 
dius could discern no other way of evading them, than by 
boldly pronouncing', as is forsooth his practice, that "the 
treatises on the Divinity and the Incarnation, against Beron 
and Helix, Serm I. in the Collectanea of Anastasius, are not 
works of Hippolytus." But let us see by what reasoning he 
defends this his authoritative decision, in opposition to the 
judgment of that ancient and great librarian, who was es- 
99 pecially versed^ as his office implied, in the MSS. of the 
earlier Fathers; "Neither Eusebius," he says, "nor Jerome 
have mentioned any treatise of that kind." As if, for- 
sooth, Eusebius and Jerome had made particular mention 

' Hippolytus, Sennon I. in Anasta- Aw^pop, turx^ov, iiM-oBh, iff^yiepirw, 

sius's Collectanea, p. 210. iofaWoUnop, drpcirrop, abT6«r$w€f, mU 

* Bthif imtpoif 6ftoVf KcU w€piypawT^tf rh tov clrciy, 6^t<rrhs oftatSScf, fi6ww 

JSofQfWKoy 6pra r« koX wo^fi^woy, rify dircipocrtfcris 6yaB6y, — [Hippolytus, 

oMay ^KQr4pou T€\«ittt r^Xwiw fx^yra. Serm. I. apud' Anastas. in Collect 

— [vol. i. p. 226.] p. 211.] 

r T^ yitp 9uoy, &t ^y irpb <rapKA<r€vs, * De Script EccL, p. 27. 
fori Koi /i€T& adpKttaty KoriL ^^ly 



His statements are neither Sabellian nor Eutychian. 209 

of all the writings of all the ancient doctors. Nay further, book n. 
Eusebias expressly declares, that he had not by any means ^"|^2 ^s"' 
given a fiill catalogue of the works of Hippolytus, as, ylityoly- 
after enumerating certain of his writings, he adds^; "and tub. 
you will find very many others, and those preserved by 
several persons.'' And Jerome added very few writings of 
Hippolytus to Eusebius's catalogue. Indeed with no less sem- 
blance of truth might Sandius have contended that Hippoly- 
tus never was bishop of any church, seeing that both Euse- 
bius and Jerome were wholly ignorant of the place of which 
he was bishop, and we learned it at last from Anastasius. [272] 
Here too is another trifling argument of his; " The author of 
those Excerpta^ must necessarily have been either, a Sabel- 
lian or a Eutychian, because of these words of his : "O rav- 
Tov iart t& HarpX, ^evofievos ravrov rfj aapKi Sut. Ttfp kg- 
v(o<TLv, ' in which He is the same with the Father, having be- 
come the same with the flesh through His emptying of Him- 
self*.' But both forms of expression are heretical in the > [Cf. Phil, 
judgment of Ignatius in his Epistle to the Trallians, when he ^^['^ ^*^' 
says that heretics teach" ravrov elpai Traripa, xal viovy xal 'r^y.] 
TTvevfia aytov, ' that the Father, and the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost are the same,' and afterwards ° ovBe yap ravrov 0€69 
/cal av0p(O7ro9, * for neither is God and man the same.' For 
if ravrov be said to denote identity of subsistence', it is most «8ub8i8ten- 
clearly Sabellianism ; if it mean unity of essence and nature, hypostasis, 
it is palpable Eutychianism." To this I reply, that ravrov in »' person, 
the former clause of the passage, [i. e. of the quotation from 
Hippolytus,] does certainly denote unity of essence or nature, 
and not identity of subsistence ; which latter sense alone the 
Pseudo-Ignatius', whom Sandius quotes, attacked. Still it f spurius 
must not on this account be conceded, that the phrase rav- {jjg, ^°*' 
rov r§ aapxi ("the same with the flesh") establishes Eu- 
tychianism. In order that you may perceive more clearly 
the insufferable ignorance or dishonesty, whichever it be, 
of the objector, see here, reader, the passage of Hippoly- 
tus entire P: "The Word or Son of God," he says, "under- 

ir\uffrd re &AAa Kot vap^ voWots " [S. Ignat. Interp. £p. ad Trail, 

^Spois &y ffotj^6fi€ya, — [Hist Eccles. vL c. vi. p. 62.] 
22.] • [Ibid., c. ix. p. 64.] 

"■ [The treatises of Hippolytus just ' rpoir^v ohx ineifitivwt lujiff iv\ iray-' 

spoken of.] rtKSSf t rav76v (ravr6 ed. Cotel.) iari 

BULL. P 



210 The doctrines ofEutyches condemned by anticipation 

cm TUB went no change, not in any one point, in wliich He » 
btantia'- tl^6 same with the Father, having become the same "^dth 
LiTY OP t],g flesh 1 through His emptying of Himself. But just as 

: 7— ~ He was when apart from flesh, so did He continue, free 

irvtpKL from all circumscription/' You see that Hippolytus does not 
here aflSrm, but expressly denies, that the Word or Son of 
God, after His Incarnation, became in any respect whatever 
the same with the flesh. Surely nothing could have been 
said more expressly opposed to the madness of Eutyches. But 
[273] Sandius still presses the point; "It is, moreover,'^ he says, 
" abundantly clear that the author was a SabeUian, from his 
words in Anastasius, in which he attributes to the Son the 
*i7•lT1^ quality of being ayiwrjros^ ; for Ignatius, in the passage re- 
ferred to^, writes, that the heretics (the followers of Simon, 
who were the precursors of Sabellius) thought that Christ 
was ayhfvvTos,*' Surely the sophist is here in sport, and 
wishing to make sport of his reader through the palpable 
double-meaning of the word ayevpfftrla. I have already shewn 
that the words dyivrjrof and irf€vvijT09 are used indiscrimi- 
nately by ecclesiastical writers, especially those who were 
prior to the council of Nice ; so that ayiwrjTo^j as well as 
ayivtfro^, indicated that which is uncreate or not made; in 
which sense the true Ignatius expressly declared that the Son 
is ayewrjrof. See what we have already said in chapter ii. 
§ 6. of this book, [pp. 96, 97.] Anastasius, therefore, has 
barbare. correctly, though barbarously*, translated ayevvrfo-ia^ the 
word used by Hippolytus, by infactio. I am sorry to have 
so often to remind the reader of such trite and well-known 
points. 

4. More specions is the objection of those who attempt to 

prove that these Excerpta are not the writings of Hippolytus, 

on the gronnd that they contain a clear refutation of the 

heresy of Eutyches, who lived long after Hippolytus. Pos- 

* ex. sevin, after* Canisius, replies to them in his Apparatus', by 

» de per- saying that *'the error'* respecting the mixture* of the natures 

mixtione. j^^ Christ, '^ against which Hippolytus is disputing, was not 

< demum. for the first time* originated and introduced by Apollinaris 

T^ narpl, y€v6fi€vos ravrhy tb traotcl p. 226.] 

M r^y Kdywtritr A\A* £<nrcp ijr 8ixa * [Ibid., c. vi. p. 62.] 

capKhs, irdffiis l^w wtpnypa/^s /iwfA^rriit^. ' [p. 763. ed. 1 008. Cf. Canitii Leet. 

— Anaatas. in Collect, p. 210. [vol. L Antiq., torn. i. p. 11. ed. 1725.] 



by St. Hip2^o1yf'U8, as by Tertullian. 21 1 

and Eutyclies, but was very much earlier, since Justin Martyr book n. 
makes mention of it in his Exposition of the Faith/' Perhaps ^'*^'-^^*'"* 
Canisius and Possevin were wrong, in attributing the Ex- hifpoly- 
position of the Faith to Justin Martyr ; still it is very certain ^^*- 
from other sources, that the error respecting the mixture of 
the natures in Christ was earlier than Apollinaris and Euty- 
ches; and moreover, that it was opposed by doctors of the 
Church who lived before Hippolytus. I might make good 
this statement by many testimonies, but I shall be content 
with a single passage out of Tertullian ; in his treatise against 
Praxeas, which is of unquestioned genuineness, chap. 27", [274] 
he thus speaks concerning the Incarnation of the Word; 
"This we must enquire into, how the Word became flesh, 
whether [by] having been as it were transformed in flesh', Umnsfigu- 
or having put on flesh? Surely, having put on [flesh.] For cL^^*" 
the rest, we must needs believe God to be unchangeable, 
and incapable of form^, as being eternal. But transforma- * informa- 
tion is a destruction of that which previously existed'; fo' • IntTremp- 
whatsoever is transformed into something else, ceases to be tjo pris- 
that which it had been, and begins to be what it was not. 
But God neither ceases to be [what He is,] nor can He be 
any thing else [than He is.] But the Word is God, and 
the Word of the Lord abideth for ever, by continuing, that 
is, in His own form. Now if He admit not of being trans- 
formed, it follows, that He be in this sense understood to 
have been made flesh, when He comes to be in the flesh, and 
is manifested, and is seen, and is handled by means of the 
flesh ; inasmuch as the other points also require to be thus 100 
understood. For if the Word has been made flesh by a 
transformation and change* of substance, it follows at once < demuta- 
that Jesus will be one substance out of two substances, a ' 
kind of mixture^ [made up] of flesh and spirit, just likesmixtura 

quaedam. 
* De hoc qnsrendum, quomodo Ser- Domini manet in sevumi persererando 

mo caro sit factus, utrumne quasi scilicet in sua forma. Quern si non 

transiiguratus in came, an indutus car- capit transfigurari, consequens est, ut 

nem ? Imo indutus. Cseterum Deum sic caro factus intelligatur, dom fit in 

immutabilem et informabilem credi ne- came et manifestatur, et videtur, et 

cesse est, ut isteraum. Transfiguratio contrectatur per camem : quia et cte- 

autem interemptio est pristini ; omne tera sic accipi exigunt Si enim Sermo 

enim quodcumque tranRfiguratur in ex transfiguratione et demutatione sub- 

aliud, desinit esse quod fuerat, et in- stantiss caro factus est, una jam erit 

cipit esse quod non erat ; Deus autem substantia Jesus ex duabus, ex came 

neque desinit esse, neque aliud potest et spiritu mixtura qusedam, ut elec- 

esse. Sermo autem, Deus ; et Sermo trom ex auro et argento ; et incipit nee 

f2 



212 Tertullian might seem to be opposing Eutyches, 
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* [Rom. i. 
8.] 



electrum [made up] of gold and silver; and there begins 
to be neither gold, that is to say, Spirit, nor silver, that is, 
flesh; the one being changed by the other, and a third 
substance^ produced. Jesus, therefore, will neither be God ; 
for He who is made flesh has ceased to be the Word ; nor 
will He be flesh, that is, Man; inasmuch as He who was 
the Word is not properly Flesh. Consequently, [being 
made up] of both, He is neither ; [but rather] He is a third 
substance very difierent from either. But now we find Him 
expressly set forth as both God and Man . . . clearly in all 
respects^ the Son of God, and the Son of Man, as being God 
and Man, without doubt according to each substance dif- 
fering in what is peculiar to itself', because the Word is 
nothing else but God, and the Flesh nothing else but Man. 
Thus does the Apostle also teach concerning His twofold sub- 
stance; 'Who was made,^ says he, 'of the seed of David^;' 
here He will be Man and Son of Man : ' Who was declared 
to be the Son of God, according to the Spirit ;' here He will 
be God, and the Word of God, the Son. We see the two- 
fold state, which is not confounded, but joined in one Person, 
Jesus, God and Man,^' These are the words of Tertullian, 
who was earlier than Hippolytus, than which nothing was 
ever said more express or effectual against the heresy of 
Eutyches. Yet, who would not regard that man as an egre- 
gious sophist, who should conclude from this that the treatise 
against Praxeas was not TertuUian's, but the work of an 
author who wrote subsequently to the time of Eutyches? 
But forsooth as in the world, so in the Church, the same 
play is ever acted over again, and the heresies which a later 
age calls new, are in truth nothing but ancient errors re- 
vived, and recalled from the shades. 



aurum esse, id est, spiritus, neque ar- 
gentum, id est, caro, dum alterum al- 
tera mutatuT, et tertium quid efficitur. 
Neque ergo Deus erit Jesus; Sermo 
enim desiit esse, qui caro factus est : 
neque caro, id est, homo ; caro enim 
non proprie est, qui Sermo fuit Ita ex 
utroque neutrum est ; aliud longe ter> 
tium est, quam utrumque. Sed enim 
invenimuB ilium directo et Deum et 
hominem expositum .... certe usqne- 
quaque Filium Dei et Filium hominis, 
cum Deum et hominem, sine dubio se- 



cundum utramque substantiam in sua 
proprietate distantem ; quia neque Ser- 
mo aliud quam Deus, neque caro aliud 
quam homo. Sic et apostolus de utra- 
que ejus substantia docet; Qui factus 
est, inquit, ex semine David; hie erit 
homo et filius hominis: ^ut definitus est 
Filiut Dei secundum Spiritum; hie erit 
Deus et Sermo Dei, Filius. Videmus 
duplicem statum, non confusum, sed 
conjunctum in una persona, Deum et 
hominem Jesum. — [p. 516.] 



Other arguments against these works refuted. 213 

5. But what does the author of the Irenicum^ mean^ by book ii. 
rejecting these fragments of Hippolytus as " very recently ^".^J" y"' 
brought forward*?*' Is Anastasius himself very recent, who hipfoly- 
flourished eight hundred years ago f yet in his Collectanea, ^us. 
these Excerpta are extant, and are brought forward as (beyond gime pro-" 
controversy) the genuine works of Hippolytus. Or does he ^^^^ 
suspect that those Collectanea, which Sirmond edited in the 
year 1620, are not the production of Anastasius the librarian ? 
And yet Anastasius himself, in the preface to his undoubted 
work, the Ecclesiastical History, or Chronographia tripartita, 
expressly professes himself to be the author of those Collecta^ 
nea, and mentions (as P. Labb6 has observed) some of the 
tracts which he had translated into Latin and inserted in 
that collection. As to this anonymous writer's further ob- 
jection, that certain statements are found in those Excerpta 
touching the eternity of the Son, which are inconsistent with 
the doctrine of Hippolytus in his undoubted work against 
the heresy of Noetus, I shall clearly shew how frivolous it is, 
when I come to the third book, on the coeternity of the [276] 
Son. It is also to no purpose that he adduces out of this 
same treatise against Noetus the following passage, as incon- 
sistent with the theology of the JBd?ce/y/a*; "For neither was 
the Word without flesh, and of Himself, perfect Son, whilst 
yet He was the perfect Word, [being] the Only-begotten : 
neither could the flesh apart from the Word subsist of itself, 
forasmuch as it had its viroaradLs in the Word, (that is to 
say, it subsisted in the Word).^^ For surely Hippol3rtus was 
not so insane as to say (what our anonymous author would 
have him say) that aught of intrinsic perfection really ac- 
crued to the Word, or Only-begotten, from His assuming 
flesh; nay, he plainly teaches the contrary. For, in the 
flrst place, he expressly declares, that our Lord was the per- 
fect Word, and Only-begotten, previous to His incarnation. 
And then he clearly teaches, that so far was the Word or 
Only-begotten from being bettered by ' the human flesh, ' meliora- 

tum ex. 

■ p. 67. areuri¥ tx^iv, vol. ii. p. 17. Both Bp. 

* [The Greek is, offrc yhp itrapKos Bull and the author of the Irenicuni, 

jKcd Ka0* iavrhy 6 \6yoi rtKtios ^¥ vlhi, from want of care, substitute in the 

«cal TOi rdktios K^os tiv fAoyoy€i4is, oiftt Latin tfw6<rrwnv for cixfrainv, — B. l*he 

^ or^4 'c^ imn^v 8fx(t 'roi; \6you uwo- words added in the Latin version are 

crwoL ^wvro, Sick rh iv k^<f r^r au- enclosed in parentheses. ] 



214 Of the threefold Sonship of our blessed Lord. 

ON THE that that flesh owes its very subsistence to the Word. What 

stantia"- ^^^^9 yo^ wi^ say, did Hippolytus mean, by saying that the 

LiTY OF Word and Only-begotten was not, without flesh, a perfect 

MOV fl/)|^ 

'- Son? I reply, his meaning manifestly was, that, previous to 



the Incarnation, the Word had not, so to speak, fulfilled every 

* filiationis kind of sonship ^ j or in other words, was not, as yet, the Sou 
functumf" ^^ ^®^> i^ every way in which the Father willed Him to be. 
3 scilicet. What I mean' is this; the ancients attributed to our Lord a 

threefold nativity and sonship. The first is that whereby, as 

• ex. the Logos, He was from eternity born of the mind of the 

* ex hac Father. From this nativity there has existed^ a perfect Divine 
extitit Person ; nor has any thing subsequently been added^ to Him; 

* accessit but the remaining nativities have been rather avyKaraPd- 
« nempe. (TeLs, or coudesceusions of the Son of God. For* the second 

[277] nativity is that by which the Word came forth in operation' 

eS*' ^'"^" ^^"^ ^^ *^® Father, (with whom He had been, when as yet 
there was nothing in being besides God, and consequently 
firom eternity,) and proceeded forth from His womb, as it 

• seque were, and lowered Himself^ for the creation of the universe. 
emibi rf^^ third and last nativity took place at that time, when the 

same Word became flesh, and descending from the bosom of 
the Father into the womb of the most blessed Virgin, was born 
Man of her, through the overshadowing of the Holy Ghost. 
This was that extreme condescension of the Word, (eternally 
to be adored by us men, aye, and by the very angels,) on the 
completion of which He became the perfect Son of God, that 
is, as I have already said. He fulfilled every kind of sonship ; 
inasmuch as the other sonships, which regard the human na- 

• ex hac turc of Christ, depend upon this, and follow from it*. This 
afque ex" ^® ^ha]l explain more at length in the third book, concem- 
ipsa con- jug the coctemity of the Son : in the meantime this is to be 

seQUiintur. 

observed, that among the passages, which the author of the 
101 Irenicum has adduced from Hippolytus's book against Noetus, 
as contrary to the Catholic, i. e., the Nicene faith, there are 
some which singularly confirm that very faith. Such is the 
following passage ; " When I say that He is another,'* (that is, 
the Son from the Father,) " I do not say that there are two 
Gods, but [I say that He is another,] as light from light* 
and water from a fountain, or a ray from the sun. For the 
*« 8i5ycyii5 Power from the Whole is one^® : the Whole, however, is the 



«. 
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Father^ the Power from whom is the Word. But this 
[Word] is the mind or sense'^ which^ going forth iuto the 
worlds was manifested to be the Soa of God^ All things 
therefore^ were (made*) through Him^ but He Himself alone 
18 (begotten*) of ^ the Father/' In this passage he proves that 
the Father and the Son, though distinct in Person, are yet 
one God, by this argument, that the Son is not God of Him- 
self^, but God of* God, and that He comes forth from^ the 
Father, as light from' light, and water from' the fountain, and 
the ray from^ the sun ; at the same time he most distinctly 
excepts the Son from the number of things made by God, in 
that He declares Him alone to be begotten from God the 
Father Himself, [statements] which entirely agree with the 
Nicene Confession. Nor ought it to cause the slightest 
difficulty to any one, that in the same passage Hippolytus 
calls the Father the Whole', and the Son the Power from 
the Whole*. For the Father is rightly designated the Whole, 
inasmuch as He is the fountain of Godhead (tnfyri deo- 
Tfjros), seeing that the Godhead which is in the Son and in 



BOOK ri. 
chap. viii. 

Hippoly- 
tus. 

* yovs 
mens give 
sensus. 
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'facta, 
Lat. V. 

' genituSy 
Lat. V. 

* a seipso. 
•de. 
'ex. 



' totuin. 

** virtutem 
ex toto. 



* In the Greek text, which has been 
lost through the lapse of time, the 
Teadlni; no doubt was, 'O vpotkSity fit 
T^y K6afAoy i<^a>ffp4»Q7i 6 wcus rov 6eov. 
For this same writer's words, in his in- 
terpretation of the second Psalm, are 
to a similar effect, which I quote from 
Theodoret, in p. 103. col. 1. init. [i. e. 
of Grabe*8 folio edition of Bp. Bull's 
works; see Append, on this pas&age.] 
*0 irp0tK$ity «f Thy K6aiu>y ^hs icai 
iMBpwwQs itpeuftp^jOTi, [The entire pas- 
sage is given by fabricius, (who first 
published this work in Greek,) thus; 
(Bibl. Gruec) vol. ii. p. 13. "Ertpoy 8c 
\4y»y o6 8de dca^s Xe>v» &aV &s 0»f 
iie ^rbs, ^ &s G^p in inryris, ^ &s duc- 
Tiya iiwb ^Xiov. A^a/xis ykp fda ^ ^jc 
Ttfv vtwrhs, rb 84 way Ilarj^p, i^ oZ 8^- 
yofiit \j6yos. olros 84 yoZst %s -xpo^s 
4v K6(rfiv iZtlKyuro wais 6«oG. Xldyra 
Toiyvy Si abrov, avrbs 84 fUpQs ix Tla- 
rp6s. — B. The Latin version in Bp. 
Bull is; Cum alium dico, non duos 
Deos dico, sed tanquam lumen ex lu- 
mine, et aquam ex foute, aut radium a 
sole ; una enim virtus ex toto ; totum 
vero Pater, ex quo virtus, Verbum ; hoc 
vero mens sive sensus, qui, prodiens in 
mundum, ostensus est Puer Dei. Om- 
nia igitur per eum facta sunt ; ipse so- 
lus ex Patre genitus.] But that it was 



usual also for Hippolytus to call Christ 
rhy ircu8a rav 6cov, the Child, or ra- 
ther the Son, of God, (puerum sive 
potius filium,) is evident from his trea- 
tise called ' Demonstratio de Chrisio 
et Antichristo,' inserted in the last 
Auctarium of the Bibliotheca Patrum 
of Combefis, Paris, 1672. For there, 
not far from the beginning, [3. voL i. 
p. 5,] he propounds this question : 
" You enquire how, in old time, the 
Word of God, Himself a^rain the Child 
of God, who of old indeed was the 
Word, made a revelation to the blessed 
prophets?" (Ilwi ^i' vdKcu 7<hs fMxa- 
pUii wpo^rfircus dtv*Kd\w^y b rov BfoC 
kiyos, airhs irdKiy 6 rov 6«oD maJs, 6 

TdXcu ftiv \SyoSt rvx^^f^ ^^tv^"-) And 
after a short interval, tls ykp koL 6 rov 
e«ov voTs, K,r.\, ; *< For the Child of 
God also is one," &c., &c. Compare 
also his expression in section 61, cited 
p. 104. coL 2. fed. fol. see Appendix. 
«* Christ the child of God,T(u8a ecov, 
both God and man.**] Hippolytus and 
some other of the ancient fathers gave 
this appellation to Christ from Isaiah 
xliL 1, and other passages; where God 
says of Him ; *18«0 6 vm fiou' although 
iroTs there means servant. This how- 
ever is by the way. — Grabe. 
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the Holy Ghost is the Father's, because it is derived from the 
Father. In like manner the statements are especially catho- 
lic, which the sophist soon afterwards produces from the same 
work of Hippoly tus ; I mean these ; " The Father commands, 
the Word performs; and the Son is manifested, through whom 
the Father is believed on. The economy of agreement is 
gathered up into One God* ; for God is One ; for He who com- 
mands [is] Father, He who obeys [is] Son, that which teaches 
wisdom [is] Holy Ghost. The Father who is above all, the 
Son through all, and the Holy Ghost in all'.^' Here, as you 
see, Hippolytus plainly teaches, that the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Ghost are one God, and attributes to each Person 
of the Trinity omnipresence, and divine power such as to 
pervade all things; and in saying of the Father that He 
commands, and of the Son that He obeys, he has other or- 
thodox fathers agreeing with him, and using similar expres- 
sions, not only such as lived before, but also such as flourished 
after the Nicene Council. Refer by all means to what we 
have before said on Irenseus, in chap. v. § 6. of this book, 
[pp. 170, 171.] In like manner what he says of the Father, 
that He is in a peculiar sense over' all things, is altogether 
to be referred to that pre-eminence' of the Father, as the 
Father, which all catholics acknowledge. But why need I 
say more ? The very title of the book against Noetus suffi- 
ciently shews, how utterly vain is the attempt of the author 
of the Irenicum to build up from it the Arian blasphemy; 
for the book is thus entitled : " A Homily respecting God, 
Three and One*, and the mystery of the Incarnation, against 
the heresy of Noetus ■," But, certainly, no Arian can, with- 
out sophistry and deceit, acknowledge that God is Three and 
One*. And thus much concerning St. Hippolytus. 



[The Greek is, Uar^p ipr^Wtrai, 
\^os &T0T«Ac7, vlhs 8i Sc^KKtrrat 8i* oZ 
war^p wnTTf^trat. OlKovofiia trvfi^" 
yias cwdytToi els tva Bthyf clr ydp 
iarip 6 Be6s' 6 yhp KtKtuo»v warijpf 6 
hh imcuco^v vlhs, rb 8^ axjvirt^oy &yiov 
iry^vfia. *0 t^v war^p iv\ vdyruVf 6 8i 
vlhs 8i& wdiTuy, rh 8c dyiof vytvfta iv 
vatriy. Vol. ii. p. 15, 16.— B. The 
Latin as given by Bp. Bull is Pater 
mandat, Verbum perhcit; Filius au- 
tem ostenditur, per quern Pater credi- 



tnr. CEconomia consensionis redigitnr 
ad unum Deum. Unus enim est Deus, 
qui mandat Pater, qui obedit Kilius, 
qui docet scientiam Spiritus Sanctus. 
Pater, qui est super omnia, Filius per 
omnia, Spiritus Sanctus in omnibus. 
The Greek has been followed in the 
translation.] 

* [Homilia de Deo Trino et uno et 
de mysterio Incarnationis contra hae- 
resim Noeti.] 
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BOOK rr. 
CH*p. VII r. 
§«5. IX. 1 1. 

CHAPTER IX. Orioen. 

WHEREIN IT IS SHEWN EULLT AND CLEAELT THAT THE DOCTBINE OF 105 

OKIGEN, CONCERNING THE TRUE DIVINITY OF THE SON OF GOD WAS ALTO- [286] 
OETHER CATHOLIC, AND FEBFECTLY CONSONANT WITH THE NICENE CREED, 
ESPECIALLY FROM HIS WORK AGAINST CELSUS, WHICH IS UNDOUBTEDLY 
GENUINE, AND MOST FREE FROM CORRUPTION, AND WHICH WAS COM- 
POSED BY HIM WHEN IN ADVANCED AGE, AND WITH MOST EXACT CARE 
AND ATTENTION. 

1. Next after Hippolytus should come his rival ^^ who > aemuius. 
also^ in that rivalry, proved to be far his superior, I mean 
Origen^. It is astonishing how much theologians, both of 
ancient and modem times, have been divided into parties, 
and how very keenly they have contended, about the doctrine 
of this celebrated' man. To treat only of the ancients, ■ woXvepitK- 
in conformity with my design; of these, some praise and ^^^' 
extol Origen to the skies, others anathematize him as the 
worst of heresiarchs, nay, as the fountain and spring of 
almost all heresies, especially of those which relate to the 
Church's faith concerning the most Holy Trinity. As re- 
spects the catholic doctors, however, who were nearer to the 
time of Origen, the larger, and by far the more weighty •* ^<>?k« 
portion are ranged on his side^. Alexander of Jerusalem, « ip,; \^, 
Theoctistus of Csesarea, Dionysius of Alexandria, Firmilian »tipuiati 

•^ sant 

of Caesarea, Gregory Thaumaturgus, and Athenodorus, con- 
temporaries of Origen, always held him in the highest 
estimation ; whilst the whole of Palestine, Arabia, Phoenicia 
and Achaia defended his cause against Demetrius of Alex- 
andria. Afterwards Pamphilus the Martyr, and Eusebius of 
Csesarea, in an Apology containing six books, whereof one 
only is extant, maintained the same cause. Again, Pho- 
tius informs us. Cod. 118, that several other men of great 
name in the times of Eusebius, had written Apologies 
for Origen. Moreover, the great Athanasius, in his trea- 
tise concerning the Decrees of the Council of Nice, com- 
mended Origen as a strenuous supporter of the Catholic 
faith, against the heresy which was afterwards called Arian. [287] 

^ He was bom in the year 186. Cave. — Bowyer. 



218 The weight of authority is strongly in his favour. 

ON THE With these must be classed Didymus of Alexandria, (a cele- 

stTntia- ^^**®^ man, whom Jerome often boasts of having had for hia 

LiTY OP teacher,) who published an apologetic discourse for Origen, 

and Titus, bishop of Bostra, and the noble pair of Gregories^ 



of Nazianzum and of Nyssa, with John of Jerusalem, who is 
on this account assailed with continual reproaches by £pi- 
phanius and Jerome. Methodius too, who wrote long be- 
fore the rise of the Arian controversy, though he was at 
first a most determined adversary of Origen, after a time 
laid aside his enmity, and in the end was not ashamed to 
profess himself one of his admirers. Finally, Ruffinus (who, 
I lequior, whatever a later ^ age may have thought of him, is called by 
iiifenority. Cassian, in his seventh book on the Incarnation^, ''a Chris- 
tian philosopher, holding no contemptible place among the 
doctors of the Church,^' and whose sanctity was at one time 
commended in the highest terms, even by Jerome himself, 
as appears from his fifth Epistle' to Florentius) was a very 
earnest champion on the side of Origen; to say nothing 
of the numberless monks, scattered throughout Egypt, who 
engaged in the warmest conflicts with Theophilus of Alex- 
andria, in his cause. 

2. In this so great difference of opinion among men so great, 
it were to be wished, that of the innumerable writings which 

* chalcen- this unwcaried author' composed, a greater number had come 

down to us entire and uncorrupted, from which we, who do 
s neutri not belong to either party ^, might have been able to judge for 
dku. * ourselves with more certainty about his doctrine. But, alas, 

some of Origen's works were corrupted and interpolated, even 

* maieferi- in his own lifetime, by worthless and idle^ men, and some 
*^nena writings uo way his own*, but altogether spurious, were pub- 
pronus. lished under his very celebrated name, as he himself com- 

[^^^] plained in a letter* to certain persons in Alexandria. So that 

^^^ you may easily conjecture with how much greater boldness 

•tenebrio- thosc dishoucst men' would perpetrate such forgeries after 

his death. It is certain that by far the greatest portion of 

the works of Origen have now entirely perished ; whilst those 

which still remain, with the exception of his Treatise against 

c Christians philoaophia vir, baud * [EpisL iv. 2. vol. i p. 14. — B.] 
contemnenda ecclesiastlcorum docto- * Extant in Ruffinus, de Adulter, 
rum portio [c. 27. p. 1125.] libb. Origen. [pp. 51, 52.] 



nes. 
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Celsus, and certain extracts from his writings, called Philo- book it. 
calia^ were extant only in Latin, and that much interpolated ^r^!l^* 
and altered by translators^, as is certain from positive evi- oruien. 
dence, until the famous Daniel Huet recently published in \interpre- 
Greek several of his exegetical works from the MSS.; and ^^ 
on this account, that very learned man has deserved well of 
all lovers of antiquity, as will be acknowledged by every 
one who is not influenced by ill-will. Yet Huet' himself 
declares, that he thinks it probable, " that all the works of 
Origen, which fortune has transmitted to us, have been cor- 
rupted, and those especially which, besides the errors of 
copyists and the adulterations of heretics, have also suffered 
from the mistakes and dishonesty of translators/' Un* 
less I am mistaken, he ought to have excepted the books 
against Celsus; for no one, to my knowledge, has hitherto 
suspected that they have suffered any other injury worth 
notice, beyond the errors of transcribers^ from which none ' libntrio- 
of the works of the ancients are altogether free. ^^^ ^ 

3. But if all the writings of Origen were now extant, and 
that in a pure and uncorrupted state, they still would not all 
be of equal service for shewing his true and genuine opi« 
nions ; inasmuch as the purport* of the various compositions • ratio. 
of a voluminous author would be different. For some of his 
works were written privately' to friends, which he never ex- 
pected to see the light; in these he discussed subjects freely [289] 
and almost sceptically, and generally propounded not so much 
his own fixed and definite views, as either the reasonings of 
others, or little difficulties^ and slight doubts of his own, for * tenipalot 
the clearer elucidation of the truth. Others he himself pub- ^tt««^*«- 
lished, either against unbelievers, or in opposition to heretics, 
or, lastly, for the instruction of Christians in general'; in • Chriati*- 
which, proceeding along the beaten and safe road, be stodi- ^^^^^ 
ously taught the doctrine received in the Catholic Church, 
Then again, some be dictated* hastily, others be wrought out • dlcUtairit. 
with more diligent care. And, lastly, some things (to use the 

' Origeniao. p. 233. toch thiogt ; and threw back aprni 

K Rc^Mctiog these, Jeiome, Epiat. Ambroee [hie eonteinporarjr and friend J 

Izv. ad Pamm. et Ocean. [£p. IxxxW. the charge of inconaiderateneae in hav * 

10. YoL i. p. 5*27,] testifies that Origen, ing made public what he had sent ttui 

in a letter written by him to Falnan, in prif ate. 

expressed regret for hafing written , 
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words of Huet) AdamaDtius^ now grown old, revised when his 
genius was somewhat tempered bj age ; others he poured out 
with the profusion which puts itself forth in the heat of youth. 
Concerning these works Jerome beautifully said in the Pro- 
logue to his Commentaries^ on Luke, that in some of his trea- 
tises Origen was " like a boy playing at dice ; that the works 
of his middle life are different from the serious productions 
of his advanced age/' Now it cannot be denied, that the 
expression of Origen's judgment^ on Catholic doctrine ought 
to be derived chiefly from those works which he himself 
designed for publication, which he wrote thoughtfully and 
attentively, and which, lastly, he composed in advanced life, 
and after he had been instructed by long practice and expe- 
rience. Of this sort, as all are agreed, are his eight books 
against Celsus the Epicurean ; inasmuch as in them he de- 
fends the common doctrine of Christians against a very well 
armed^ enemy of our religion ; these were wrought out with 
the utmost care on the part of the author, and with the 
greatest learning, and that when he was now more than 
sixty years of age, as is expressly declared by Eusebius, 
(Eccl. Hist. vi. 36.) Accordingly it will be from these books 
chiefly that I shall allege my testimonies to shew the catho- 
licity of Origen on this article [of the faith] ; adding only a 
few passages out of his other writings, such as are supplied 
me by catholic doctors who lived nearer to the age of Origen, 
and so best knew how to distinguish his genuine writings 
from what were spurious. From all this I trust that the 
intelligent reader will at length clearly perceive, how wildly' 
Petavius raved^ against Origen, when he was not ashamed 
to write thus of a most holy and learned father, as even his 
enemies allow him to have been^; "As to Origen, it is cer- 
tain,'' he says, ''that he entertained impious and absurd 
opinions concerning the Son and the Holy Ghost;'' and 
again *^, a little after, " Origen, as he preceded Arius in time, so 
was he his equal in impiety ; nay, he taught him his impious 
doctrine." And throughout his work he constantly casts asper- 



^ Quasi puerum talis ludere; alia 
esse virilia eju8,et alia senectutis seria. 
— [vol. vil p. 247.] 

* De Origene, inquit, constat, eum 
de Filio ac Spiritu Sancto impie ab- 



surdeque sensisse. — De Trin. i. 12. 9. 
^ Origenes ut estate Arinm anteces- 
sit, sic impietate par, imo impii dog- 
matis auctor illi fuit — Ibid. § 10. 
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sions such as these on Origen. Perhaps the Jesuit thought book n. 

CHAP IX 

that his religion bound him thus to malign the venerable §3/4. ' 
father, because, forsooth, Origen and the Origenists, together Orioen. 
with their doctrines, were condemned and anathematized in 
the fifth [general] council^ But there have not been want- 
ing illustrious men of the Church of Borne, (I mean John 
Picus of Mirandula, James Merlin of Yicturnia, Desiderius 
Erasmus of Rotterdam, Sixtus of Siena, Claudius Espencseus, 
Gilbert Genebrard, and Peter Halloix,) who, having no fear 107 
for themselves from the anathemas of the fifth council, have 
had the courage not merely to mention Origen without re- 
proaches, but even to take his part openly and avowedly. 
No doubt they judged rightly, that it was not so much 
Origen himself, or his genuine opinions i, that were anathe- *placita. 
matized, as those very pernicious dogmas concerning a Trinity [291] 
of different substance^, and an imaginary® resurrection of the 'de Tri- 
body, which were contained in the adulterated writings of ^^j^/^/*" 
Origen, or which certain Origenists, as they are called, used ' phantas- 
to advance under the sanction of his great name. It is true 
that the council condemned, along with these, paradoxical 
speculations concerning the pre-existence of souls, the ani- 
mated nature of the stars and of the elements, &c., which 
were really Origen's own ; but these were condemned only 
as false and very absiurd, not as heretical, unless there were 
in addition an inflexible obstinacy of mind, and that con- 
tempt of catholic opinion, which, as it was quite alien from 
Origen himself, so did it display itself to excess in most of 
the Origenists. But let us now approach the subject itself. 
4. In his books against Celsus, Origen°^ so frequently de- 
clares the nature of the Word and Son of God to be truly 
divine, that is to say, uncreate, infinite, incomprehensible, 
and unchangeable, that were I disposed to adduce all the 
statements which bear on this subject, I should be obliged 
to transcribe a great part of his treatise. I shall, therefore, 
bring forward only some more select passages out of that 
work. In the first book, treating of the Magi, who came 
from the East to Judea, to see the King, whom the unwonted 

Or rather in another synod held at Evagrias, p. 111. [iv. 38. note 6.] 
Constantinople prior to the fifth coun- " Written about the year 247. Cave, 

cil. See the notes of Valesius on — Bowyer. 
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ON THE appearftnce of the star pointed out, he thus speaks °; ["They 
stantia'- came] bringing gifts, which they offered as symbols to One, 
iiTY OF ^}jQ ^j^g^ gQ |.Q g^y^ ^ compound* of God and mortal man ; the 



THE SON. 



* trvyeir^ 
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gold fts to a King, the myrrh as to One who was to die, and 
the frankincense as to God." Here, in the Person of Christ, he 
recognises both mortal man and the immortal God, to whom 
is due divine honour, which used formerly to be exhibited 
by the offering of frankincense. A passage exactly corre- 
sponding to this occurs in the same book a few pages after; 
where, when Celsus jests at the blood of Jesus shed upon 
the cross, and says, "that it was not such blood as the 
blessed gods are wont to have," Origen thus answers him®: 
"We, believing Jesus Himself, when He says of the God- 
head which is in Him, 'I am the way, and the truth, and the 
life,' and whatever else there is to the like effect; and, on the 
'JohnviiL other hand, when He thus speaks' of the fact of His being in 
a human body, ' Now ye seek to kill Me, a man that hath 
told you the truth,' we say that He became something com- 
*<r6i^fr6t^ pouuded'." Afterwards he says that Christ had' "some- 
'^^vu^€p6¥ thing more divine* within the manhood which was seen, 
J*- which was He that is properly' the Son of God, God the 

vi6s. Word, the Power of God, and the Wisdom of God." And 

then after some considerable interval, he designates Christ 
as^ "God, who appeared in human body for the benefiting 
of our race." 

5. In the second book, citing Gen. i. 26, "Let us make 
man in our image and after our likeness;" and that passage 
of Da%'id, Ps. cxlviii. 5, " He spake and they were made. He 
commanded and they were created ;" he collects, that it 
was the Son and Word of God unto whom the Father thus 
spake and gave commandment, by the following argument' ; 



fidffw) irwS^Tif Tiy\ iK 6coC iral hvOp^^ 
vov Brrjrov wpoaii^ryitev irififioKa pL^w, 
&s /BatriXci rhv XP^*^^^* ^' '^ rcOn)(o- 

Mvr^ir.—p. 46. ed. Cantab. 1668. [§ 60. 
vol L p. 375.] 

• ^fi€7f 8* alrrf irurr^iorr^s 'Irierov, 
w€p\ fJL^¥ T^s iv ajrrf Ocu^nrros \4yovrit 
'£716 c/fu 1] 66^s, irol i^ &A^cia «ra2 ^ 
ffl^» Koi cT ri roirois irapa/trX^frioif 
irepl 8i Top, 9ri iv iu^pwwtvtp Oi&iueri 
^¥, Tovra ^dtTKoyrt, "Sw 8i {irrc<r^ /i« 



Airoirrcffaif 6yBpcnrov 8<frti r^y &A.^- 
0€tcu^ tfutf \t\dkiiiKa* <rivBcT6v n xpvf^^ 
^afi€9 oiirhF yryowiimu — [§ 66. p. 380- 
81.] 

P BttdrtpSw rt 4¥ r^ $\erofi4p^ &r- 
Bp&K^, Hxtp ^¥ 6 Kvplus vli^s Btov, 
6cbs \6yoSf 090V 96pafit5, ircU 6fov cro- 
^ta. — ^p. 62, 

' [icoT* hnryytXiayrov] Sc^i' [cTraiJt 
ip hvBpmwlyfp <fnu^4pra ffAfiari ^ c6cp- 
7f<rff rov yhoxn 4tfiAv. — [§ 68. p. 883.] 

' CI 7&P i¥9Ttl\aro 6 Bcb«i Kcd iicri^ 
ffB^i rh Siifiiovpry^ifiaretf rls Ar, Karh ri 



He is the Creator, and distinct from all creatures. 223 
" For if Gbd commanded, and the creatures were made, who book ft. 

• CHAP I X 

must He be, who, according to the mind' of the prophetic §4-l6.' 



Spirit, was able to execute so great a commandment of the Orioen. 
Father, other than He who is, so to call Him, His living^ Word [293] 
and the Truth?" In these words he most explicitly distin- \'^^'r^ 

tipHFKOP, 

guishes the Son of God from all created things; and more- , |^,^„^ 
over clearly teaches, that the work of creation, which had 
been committed to that Son of God by His Father, was so 
great, fas being peculiarly that of divine omnipotence,) as that 
it could not any way have been accomplished but by Him, 
who is the very Word of God the Father, and the Truth. 
Now all who have any eyes* perceive, how far removed this • ocuUti 
reasoning is from the mind of the infatuated Arians, in their °"*""* 
misapplication of these passages of Scripture, and how ex- 
actly it accords with the sentiments of the Catholics, who 
vindicate the Godhead of the Son from the work of creation. 
In the same place Origen teaches that the Godhead of the 
Word of God was by no means so circumscribed by the In- 
carnation, as not to exist any where external to the body 
and soul of Jesus, but that It is, and has ever been, every 
where present*. Lest, however, any one should apply this to * tpeiyovra 
sanction the heresy of Cerinthus, he presently adds"; '' We '**^"^®''' 
say this, not as separating the Son of God from Jesus ; for 
after the Incarnation^ the body and the soul of Jesus have^AtrraTV 
become in the highest degree one with the Word of God." •^»*''"'''^"'- 
Now could any one set forth, in more catholic terms than 108 
Origen has done in these passages, the twofold nature of 
Christ and the hypostatic union of these two natures ? Pre- 
sently afterwards he calls the body of Christ* '' that which 
is truly the temple of God the Word and Wisdom and [294] 
Truth," which the Jews despised, whilst they venerated more 
than enough the material^ temple of God. •lapideum. 

6. In the third book, on Celsus objecting to the Chris- 
tians, "that they believe Jesus, consisting of a mortal body, 
to be God, and imagine that they act piously in so doing,^ 
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kp4€rK0P T^ wpo^/ffTiKf irwt^fMTi, (jaxta vtiv rod 6cov iwh rov 'IijcroS* tv yhp 

DieDtem prophetic! Spirituii,) dV; b r^p fidXurrei /kct^ r^y otKoyofilcw yryirtfrai 

TifAiira^TiJv rov inrrp^r ivroX^v imrXn- irp6s rbv \6yov rov Btov ^ ^xh '^^ ^^ 

p&crai BwnBfU ^ 6 (t/ ofirvs hvofuitrtt)) <r&fjLa *lritrov. — p. tf4. [p. 894.] 

tfi^vX^^ A^ot ircU Mfina rvyx^^f- * rhy ii\ri$»s vabv Ocov rov \6yov 

~p. 6S. [§ 9. p. 393.] Koi rUs <ro^(as mil r^s &Ai9^c(af — [§ U). 

* raOra 3^ ^ucf ob x^P^C^'^'f '^^^ P* 394-.] 



224 Origen on the Divine and Human Natures in Christ ; 
ON THE Origen meets him with this reply"; "Let those who briDg 

CONSUB- 
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LITY OF 
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coNsuB- ^j^jg charge against us know, that He, who, we believe and are 
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LITY OF persuaded, was Ood and the Son of God from the beginning, 

THE SON , ^ 

, ' is also the very Word*, and the very Wisdom, and the veiy 

70T, ii alh. Truth : whilst of His mortal body and the human soul with- 

IStoS^J- ^° ^** ^® ^*y ^^^^ ^^ ^^® ^y ^*® — '^^^ communion only, but — 
Bua. union also and intimate commingling' with Him, received the 

iJaKpj!inu g^^catest [gifts], and by partaking of His divinity has passed' 

* cif eca^ into God/' Now (if I have any insight [into it]) the manifest 
k/kou sense of this reply is as follows ; Does this trouble you, O ye 

philosophers, that we Christians call our Saviour Christ God, 

* ringamini though He cousist of a mortal body ? Nay, snarl as ye wilH, 
*?P8i88i- ^® ^*^^^ affirm that He is, in the truest sense, very God* ; 
mum that is to say, very Word*, very Truth, very Wisdom; nay, 

^"""' is so far forth God, that we scruple not to say, that His human 
nature even, through its union with the divine, has been 
in a certain manner deified. In this passage we ought to 
note the expressions avro\6yo9, avroaX^deui, which are tho- 
[295] roughly Platonic. For Plato called that which is truly and 
per se. in itself* good, airroayaffop, applying that epithet to the true 
and most high God alone, from whom he widely separated the 
Logos. Origen, however, as though correcting the philosophy 
of Plato by the Christian, declares that the Logos also, or 
Son of God, has just claims to be called very Wisdom, very 

Jainoaya- Truth, and by consequence very Goodness^. But there is 
• not any ground for our Lutheran brethren, who maintain a 

kind of ubiquity of the human nature in Christ, to suppose 
that there is any support for their cause from these words of 
Origen. For in the passage which we just now adduced out 
of the second book, Origen plainly teaches, that the Word is 
so conjoined with the human nature of Christ, as to exist 
even externally to the soul and body of Jesus ; and that the 

^T^ ubique attribute of ubiquity^ pertains to the Godhead alone. More- 
over, in this very passage, not long after the words quoted, 



voijdj^o/jLfV fto) ir€irtifffA€0a ^x^0cv tt^eu irpoatiXri^tvm, Ktdrris ixtlyov Otiinrros 

B€hv Ktd vlhy 0€ov, oZros 6 abroXSyos KtKOiPwniK^a tls B€6p fitrafitfiriK^pau 

iarl, Kol ii airroaoiplar Koi ri aifroaX'h- — p. 185, 186. [§ 41. p. 478-74.] 

0fia' rb 8i Oprphv ainov a&fia, «ra2 riiy ' [Ipsam Rationem, &c., equivalent 

iufOpwirltriiv h aftry tfo/x^i^} Tp irp6s to Origan's 6 avroKAyos, ic.t.A.] 
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diffictUlies raised by Celsus about the Incarnation. 225 
Origen himself distinctly explains what he had said of the book n. 

CHAP* 1X» 

commixture^ of the human nature in Christ with the divine, § 6,7. 
in such a way as to declare that he had no other meaning origen. 
than this, that the glorified flesh of Jesus, by a change of its ^ 4® p^r- 
qualities, was made such as to be fitted to dwell in the highest 
heaven', retaining nothing of that infirmity of the flesh which • in sum- 
was born with it^. If you have leisure, peruse what follows ™*^ ® ® • 

. -^ . . conge- 

in Origen ; I return from this digression to my subject. nitse. 

7. In the fourth book, Celsus the Epiciurean is intro- 
duced disputing against the doctrine of the Christians re- 
specting the coming down upon earth of the Son of God 
and His Incarnation, in the following manner ; '^God is good, 
beautiful, happy, of the best and fairest form ; were He 
to descend to the condition of man^. He must undergo a^^p^sra 
change; but the change will be from good to evil, from beauti- p^^"'^ 
ful to base, from happy to unhappy, from the best to the worst. 
Who would wish to be thus changed? It is true that a [296] 
change and transformation of this kind is incident to mortal 
man ; but it befits an immortal being, that he continue ever 
to exist in the same state. God, therefore, could never be- 
come the subject of such a change/' Now if Origen had 
entertained the same view concerning the Son of God which 
Arius subsequently did, how easily might he have overthrown 
the very foundation of this argument — ^by saying, I mean, 
in one word, that neither he himself nor the catholic Chris- 
tians of his time believed the Son of God to be in very deed 
the unchangeable God ; but simply held Him to be a crea- 
ture of a nature di£Eerent from the divine, and altogether 
capable of change. Far otherwise, however, and without doing 
any violence at all to^ the hypothesis of catholics, concerning < saWa 
the truly divine and imchangeable nature of the Son of God, ^™"*°**' 
does Origen reply, in the following words ^ : '^ Now I con- 
ceive that I shall have rettimed a sufficient answer to this, if 
I set forth that descending^ of God unto the condition of e ^^^ 
man' which is spoken of in the Scriptures ; for which He ^*^"'- 
h^ no need of change, as Celsus supposes that we maintain, i^SoUivnu 
nor of passing from good to evil, or from beautiful to base, 

Tf Soirct 8^ iMt wp^s ravra K^y^cOai r^ 8c7, &f K4\ffos iifuis otrrai Xiytuf, 

rh 94orra^ Zirfynaafiiviif r^y iv rdis otfrc rpow^St r^s i^ iytiBov tls Kcucdy, ^ 

fooipais Xtyofiimffv Kordfiaffiv 6cov wphs in iraXoS cts aiiyj(j>d¥, ^ i^ tbHtufiovitu 

ra i^Bp^twa* c|j V oit fierafioKrit av- els icaicoSaifioWai', ^ ^jc rov iplirrov Wi 
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226 Oriffen, in hi» stalements respecting the Intamation, 

ON TKB or from happy to unhappy, or from the best to the worst ; 

■tantia'- ^'^'^> remaining unchangeable in His essence, He condescends 

LiTT or to the^ circumstances of men' by His providence and dispen- 

1 — - . — satiou. Tea, and we allege also the divine Scripturea, which 

epcninis declare that God is unchangeable, both in the words, ' But 

'[pITdi Thou art the same';' and, 'I change not*;' whilst the gods 

Vr\i — of Epicurus, being compounded of atoms, and [consequently] > 

6.] 'so far as depencU on their constitution, capable of dissolu- 

*Til«tr tion', have enough to do to shake off* the atoms that cause 

miaii corruption &om themselves ; nay, the god of the Stoics also, 

^M^- " being corporeal, has sometimes the whole substance [turned 

tiiamu into] mind', when the conflagration happens; and sometimes 

taBcu. becomes [only] a part of the same, when a re<arrangement 

' *!!'" happens. For these [philosophers] could not even clear our 

' TparSau natural conception' of God, as [of a Being] every way incor- 

1^?^^. ruptiWe* simple, uncompounded and indivisible. That how- 

109 ever which came down unto men, was in the form of God, 

■ Mmeit and out of loving-kindnesa unto man He emptied Himself^, 

rphii.li s.] ^ order that He might be comprehensible by men ; but yet 

[297] certunly there was no change &om good^ to evil in Him," &c. 

&c. Shortly afterwards Adamantius subjoins these words' ; 

" Now if Celsus thinks that the immortal God, the Word, 

m having assumed a mortal body and a human soul, an- 

dergoea change and transformation, let him learn that the 

* Kin^i. Word, remaining Word' still in His essence, is not affected 

by any"* of those things by which the body and the soul are 

affected; but condescending at a particular time to that 

ri wtntpiriiror. nomr yip t^ aliala B'Svii' lU irBji^ool Ir lap^ S«u 

Srpnrai, avyuarafiaint rg wpowolif iral Aii^px*i ■■' '>^ ^lAw^poWw iauiir 

Tp eltnmiiiif to?) iirBpuwlyoa rpiyiut. iKtrtmir, \ta xBrn^riu ir*' irSpAnr 

eir. Iiiutt fil' bSv ml ri BtTa ■/pjfi/urrn tvrriB^. at S^tsu {* ti iT^Mr [ Forte 

■cv^rrofitv, trptirror yiyorra rir i7a0iu, ut piulo uiU. Qbabi. lis 

Stir, Ir Tt Tf, lb tii airi! iJ- «al iy ei. Bencd^B.] tls niuiir yiTcrir ai- 

TY, Oe* 4uo'*/<iu' •! S) ToS >En>ni^ rf ^eroBoKir k.> p. 169, 170. [| 14. 

pou 6toi, ffiifSiTot i^ tiT6fiai' rvyx^ov- p. J^tO.l 

TO, ml Tii SfTor ItI t^ atiirrAati Iwi^ i ^ ayafluv liiKDirlr, K.r.X.: instead 

AiToi, (i' ' '^ ipaa of t^ iryeSir, Giabe cmijectured H 

disiolvi ;. ..,Ti«ar- i7aeai;, M it occun in the context 

Tai Til. pi'u-^ .- ,iT..;,;(D«ai- [Thi> i> the rewling in the Benedic- 

iM.i Kal i Twy X-r^'iKwy u.di, are fffifia tine edition.— B.] 

Ti<7x<'>*>'. drc liit ii-riauniiBr ^;i;(i riir ' <I SI iml ai/ia flnrri' ical ifu;iHlv 

t\i,v tialar, Brar i hvipaa.i fl* M irtfmwirtir imXmfiiir t iMiwroi Sf&f 

S) M liipaui tinTai nirrrn. Itoj' ^ in- Xt^at SautT rf Kika^ iAXiTTtaBai Kol 

nirjaiail. oMl 7^ itSiittirrai nhvi lurawkAmirtat, iiawdarirm Sri i Xiyai 

rpatiaai rif ^vamiii' tuG Ofou Irmaur, rf oiat^ iiimv hiyat avUr iiir wiax*' 

la riin'g i^Si^av, nil a-nknZ. moI in irJo-j-n tb ff£/ia 1) 4 ^ivx^' mraara- 

iavriitau, "al Uuuiiirau. ru ii kotb- Bairmiitt ia9 frt r^ liiitvraiiiinf oirai 
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teaches the true Divinity and ConsubatantialUy of the Son. 227 

which cannot look upon His brilliancy^^ and the splendour book u. 
of His Godhead, becomes as it were flesh, being spoken of ^^^'^'^^ 
after a bodily fashion*/' Let any intelligent person say, origeh. 
whether these are the words of one who *' surpassed Arius in [298] 
impiety, and even originated for him his blasphemous dogma/' * '»'** w- 
For surely in this passage Origen. clearly teaches, that the i (rwAurn- 
Word, or Son of God, is the immortal God, unchangeable *•» aoa^w- 
in His substance, and, so far as He subsists in the form of 
Grod, equally with the Fath^, of a nature every way incor- 
ruptible, simple, uncompounded and indivisible. A little 
after, when about to answer another objection which Celsus 
had urged, akin to the former, he thus begins* : ''A reply 
might be made to tins by distinguishmg between the nature 
of the Diving Word, who is Ck>d, and the soul of Jesus/' ' 
Here you see it is expressly said that the nature itself of the 
Word is God, or in other words, that the Word is by nature 
God/ A passage similar to this is quoted in the Catena of 
Balthasar Corderius^ on John i. 1, in which the Son of God 
is called by Origen, " The Maker* of the universe, being in • ^ »i?- 
essence God the Word'/' What Arian, however, would have ^^^^ '' 
said, that the Son is in His own very essence and substance 
God ? Surely this is the very point which the Nicene Fathers 
decreed in opposition to Arius, namely, that the Son of God 
is of one substance with God. 

8. In his fifth book, in giving a reason why Christians 
worship the Son of Gt>d9 but not the sun, the moon, or the 
stars, he says^, " It were not, then, reasonable that those, who [299] 
have been taught to ascend in nobleness of nature^ above < /^ryoAo- 
all created beings*, .... who are in training to attain ^J^J^***" 
to the bright and unfading Wisdom, or have even already y^w. 
attained to it, being, as it is, a radiance from Light eternal, L'*^" ^^ 
should be so far overpowered by the sensible' brightness oty^ifMtra, 
the sun and the moon and the stars, as, because of their ' a^*^^^"- 



riis /iopfui^vyiLs iccU r^i^'hafjMpinfra riff 

aaifunucAs AaXovftcyot. — [p. 511.] 

• vphi rovro \iy9tT* hf irp pi^f ircfil 
rrfs rov O^lov KSyov ip6ir99»s, Smos Btovr 
wfik wtp\ rris 'liKOV t^nf* — P* HI. 
[18. p. 512.] 

* 6 hifuovfty^s rov wojrrhs, . • . rv7* 
X^brtnF Bi^ Kiyoi mx* o^iay.~[p. 7. 



ed. Antw. 1620.] 

■ oh roipw ^v ctfXtfToy Tohs h9ax94v' 
ras fuyuXo^vSs hit§p€urafiaJif€t» irdrra 
T& hifuovfryfifuifrei . . . db'jcovrrat Ix^iv 

Ktd AyciXij^^ot oMitf oZffaif iaraAyatrfim 
Acnhs &i8(ov, KarawXary^poi rh ala07rrhp 
ifhliw ical ff€\4itnfs, icol Atrrprnw ^s M 
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228 The Son classed above created beings, the true 
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ON THE sensible lights to suppose themselves to be in some inferior 
BTANTiA- position, and to offer them adoration, seeing that they them- 
selves have so great a light perceptible by thought^, the 
Light of knowledge, and the true Light, and the Light of 
the world, and the Light of men/' Here Origen expressly 
says, that the Wisdom, or Son of God, is that true Light, 
the Light of the world, the radiance of the eternal Light, 
which Christians, neglecting the sun and the moon and the 
other luminaries of heaven, do on this account worship, be- 
cause they have been taught nobly to ascend above all created 
things in their worship. From this it is most manifest, that 
Origen by no means dreamt, \rith Arius, that the Son of God 
is to be classed among created beings {TabrjfuovpyrjfiaTa). This 
point he sets forth still more plainly a Uttle afterwards, in these 
words* : '* And just as those, who worship the sun, and moon, 
and stars, because their light is sensible and celestial, would 
not worship a spark of fire or a lamp on the earth, seeing, 
as they do, the incomparable superiority of the luminaries 
which they deem worthy to be worshipped, above the light 
of sparks and lamps; so likewise they who have perceived 
how God is Light, and have comprehended how the Son of 
God is the 'true Light, which lighteneth every man that 
Cometh into the world,' and who understand also in what 
sense He says, * I am the Light of the world,' would not act 
reasonably in worshipping what, in comparison with that 
Light, which is God, is as it were a little spark of the true 
Light, in the sun, the moon, or the stars. And we speak thus 
concerning the sun, and moon, and stars, not as at all dishon- 
ouring such vast works of God, nor, like Anaxagoras, saying 
that the sun, and moon, and stars are heated masses ; but as 
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iKtiytnf vofiiffcu, iavrohs ndru wov €tvau, 
Mxovras ryiXiKovrov voTfrhv yy(ia€»s 
^f« irol <l>cis iLKriOiphVf Koi 0»f rov 
ie6(rfiovt ira2 ip&s rStv hyBpdnrwv, K^Kti- 
rots irpoirKwriaaL — p. 237. [ 10. p. 584.] 
* fcal &<nrfp oi B^h rh 4tws aicrOijr^y 
Ka\ ohpdinou tluai vpoffKvvovyr€s ^Xtov, 
Koi (TcA^n}!', Kcd Hffrpa, oIk %tf irpotTKv- 
yiliratey airufOripa xvphs, fj \i}(yoy M 
yrjst dpwyrts r^v &(rvy§cpiTOV i^ircpoxV 
r&y yofitl^ofA4ytty ii^Uty wpoa-KuytiirOM 
vapii rh rSy <nny$ifpwy koI r&y X^x"^*' 
^s* odrws ol vofyrearrtSt irws 6 Bths 



^&s itrrit Kara\a$6yrtt Sh, v&s 6 mhs 
rov 0tov <f>&t iLK-^OiySy iariVi h ^«r(|Vi 
xdyra iyOpwToy ipx^f^-fyoy €is rhy K6a- 
fiovt <rvvi4yrts H Kod ir&s ovr6s 0i}<ri rh, 
*£7(6 tlfju rh ^ws rod it6a-fiou' oix tip 
f iiAdyws irpocKvy^ia'aity rhy oloytl /3/>a- 
xhy (TTiyBiipti, ws itpht <l>&f rhy Sfht^, 
iiKifjBiyov ^ionhst 4y ijXl^, ical atKiiypt 
Ktd tktrrpoii, koX oIik arifidfoyris y€ 
rh rriXiKavra rov 9fov J^rifAtovpy^ifia^ 
ra, 0^5* * Aya^ayopltts fiuJipoy Bidwvpop 
Kiyoyrts tJyai rhy ^Xioy, Ktd iTfX^injv, 
jcol aardpas, roiaiurd ^a/iftt w€p\ i^ov. 



Obfect of worship, and ever present everywhere. 229 

having some perception of the divine nature of God, which book h. 
transcends with ineffable superiority, and besides also of that j g^ 
of His only-begotten Son, who transcends all else/' What, orioen7 
I ask, could be said more express than this to set forth the 
true Godhead of the Son? For here Origen explicitly teaches, 
that the Son, with the Father, is that true Light, which is 
God, in comparison of which the very light of the sun is as a 
little spark; and, further, distinctly attributes to the Son, 
equally as to the Father, '' a Divinity excelling with ineffable 
superiority, which immeasurably surpasses all created beings ^" [30 1 ] 
Lastly, from this he again draws the conclusion, that God ' [«ee 
the Father and His only-begotten Son alone, (in the unity^ no e x.j 
that is to say, of the Holy Ghost, which Origen himself else- 
where acknowledges,) are to be honoured with divine worship; 
setting at nought, so far as adoration is concerned, the sun, 
moon, and other luminaries of heaven. In the same pas- 
sage, after a few words, he says, that Grod the Father, of His 
goodness, condescends unto men, not locaUy {roiriKm), as 
being infinite and not included in space, but by way of 
providence (irpovoijTLK&si) ; whilst the Son of God is present 
with His disciples at all times, and not simply during His 
sojourn amongst men; and although, out of His infinite 
love to the human race. He vouchsafed to dwell locally 
also with us, in the human nature which He assumed, still 
is He altogether present every where {iravraxov)'. Having' omnino 
laid down these positions, he proceeds to argue thus for the pJJ^^en-" 
worship of God the Father alone, and of His only-begotten *«™- 
Son, in opposition to the adoration of the heavenly bodies' ^ ; » luminum. 
'^Seeing that He who has filled heaven and earth, and has said, 
*Do not I fill heaven and earth? saith the Lord,' is with us and 
near unto us, (for I believe Him, when He says, ^ I am a God 



ira2 trtX'firfiif Koi iurr4p«n^ AAA' ai- 
<r$atf6fA€yoi yt r^f A^cCry ^tpo^^ dire- 
ptXo^fTVi Ofi^nrros rov OcoD, fri B^ Ktd 
rov fiovoytifovs turrov ^9p4xovros rh 
Xoiwd, — [ 1 1. p. 585. Bp.Bull translated 
the concluding words, " Dei et Filii 
ejus unigeniti inenarrabili prsstantia 
prfecellentem divinitatem, qu» caetera 
omnia longe post se relinquit/' *' the 
Divinity of God and His only-begotten 
Son excelling with ineffable superiority 
which leaves all other things far be- 



hind."] 

y tirroirov 8* ^crrl, tow ir\ii\p^aoarrof rhp 
ohpavhv iral t^v yrivt koX tMm-oi, Oux^ 
rh¥ obpayhy koI t^v yrfy iy^ xXripw; 
\4yu Kipios, 6rTos fitff li/i&Pt icod irKri- 
fflov iffuy rvyxdyoyros, (Tterrc^cp yiip 
airr^ K4yoyri, Qths dyyl^uv iyA tlfii, 
fcod oh Bfhs vSppo^Bty, xiyti Klrpios,) f»7- 
Tuy 9iix«rOcu ry ^i^ <ft$dyoyrt M rik 
ffifAwayra ^Afy, ^ (rcA^vp, ^J rivi r&y 
a<rT€p«v.— p. 239. [12. p. 580.] 



230 The San declared by Origen to be iyivijro^ ; 

ON THE near at hand^ and not a Ood afar off^ saith the Lord/) it is 
8TANTIA- absurd to seek to pray to the sun^ which is not present to 
LiTY OP jjj things, or to the moon, or to any of the stars/' 

THE SON. ° ' J J 



9. In the sixth book, he proves the absolutely divine and 
[302] uncreated nature of the Son in these words, which are clearer 
than any light ■ ; " For no one can worthily know Him who 
^kyhnrrov, is ingencrate* and the first-bom of all generated^ nature, as 
non ert."' [can] the Father who begat Him, nor [can any one know] the 
» 7€MfT^y. Father as [can] the living Word, [Who is] both His Wisdom 
**''*" and Truth/' In these words, I say, Origen, as if he had him- 
self even now been sitting in the assembly of the fathers at 
Nice, distinctly pronotmces, in opposition to Anus, that the 
SovSciroii}. Son of God is neither made' nor created, (for the word 
^terunhv. ' oryivT^To^ (ingcncrate) embraces both these within its com- 
pass;) moreover he distinctly teaches, that the Father and 
the Son are alike reciprocally comprehensible by each other, 
but absolutely incomprehensible by all creatures. Sandius^ 
however, in order to evade the force of this remarkable pas- 
sage, pretends that the text of Origen in this place has 
been interpolated and corrupted : " Petavius,'' he says, 
*' proves, on the Trinity, book i. chap. 3, n. B and 6,*' (or 
rather, chap. iv. n. 6 and 7,) '' that the passage of Origen, in 
which, in his sixth book against Celsus, he calls the Son ayivrf^ 
rov, ' ingenerate,' is interpolated, on the ground that Epipha- 
nius, ' On the heresy of Origen,' censures him for having called 
the Son, in his Commentary on the [first] Psalm, 'a generated 
*yf ynrhw. God*.*'' But Petavius does not there say, much less does he 
prove, that this passage of Origen is interpolated ; nor if the 
Jesuit had so said, would his criticism have been worth much ; 
for all the Greek MSS. which have been discovered any 
where % agree with the printed copies in this place; and the 
•scntentia. tenor* of the passage is altogether in accordance with the 
[303] uniform teaching of these books against Celsus, in which 
• r&p «i|- Origen throughout expressly excepts the Son of God from 
JStw7" the class of created beings*, as is clear from the testimonies 
111 which we have already adduced. And as to the objection which 

• otfr* 7^^ r6¥ ky4vrrrov ko) wAnji p. 287, [17. p. 643.] 
y^vrrnis ^tr^ms irptnSroKou Kor* &((ay * [In the Benedictine edition it is 

€l94yai ris iiyarou, &s 6 ytwl)ffas aMt^ mentioned that the reading rh^ ytwrt^ 

•^r^pi qSt* rhv narcpa, &s 6 Ufa^vxos rhy occurs in one MS. alone, the second 

-", Koi (To^ia aiuTOVf Ktd a\iiBucu — English one.] 



difficulties from a contrary statement of Epiphanius. 231 

Petavius brings from Epiphanius^ that Origen in his Commen- book n. 
taiy on the first Psalm had called the Son of God yevufrov ^| ^8^9.^ 
Geov (a generated God), Sandins could not have been ignorant, oriobn. 
that the great Huet had given a luminous reply to it in his 
Origeniana ii. p. 43^. '* Origen," he says, " in calling the 
Son ycvrfTOP Geov, should be taken to mean, 'one that has 
a principle of His being and an origin of existence'.' It is 'qui pnn- 
common, indeed, to the Son with created beings to have a hibet" *"* 
principle and origin of His being ; but the mode* of emana- fxistendi 
tion and going forth from that principle is quite different; > ^^^ ' 
for the Son goes forth by an eternal generation; created 

beings go forth by creation in time And thus the Son 

maybe called ayivTjros, one who has not His being from any 
other, that is, as a work, or a thing made, or as a thing cre- 
ated ; and also yevrp-of, one who has His being from another, 
that is, as a thing begotten and a Son. Thus Origen, who is 
charged \rith having called the Son yevrirhs Seos, .... yet in 
his sixth book against Celsus calls the Son ayiprfros" 
A little afterwards Huet subjoins these words; ''When 
he (Origen) called the Son yevrfrb?, he meant to say, that 
He has a principle of His being: Jerome, on the contrary, 
interpreted [him as meaning] that the Son was made. 
For he loved thus to interpret the words of Origen in the 
worse sense. In the same way Epiphanius says, that he 
would approve the use of the word yevrfrbs in others, but 
that he condemned it in Origen.'' Much more may be 
read on this subject in Huet, in the same place. I return 
to the books of Origen against Celsus. In this same sixth 
book, when Celsus says, that God is not even comprehen- 
sible by reason, Origen replies^ : " 1 make a distinction as [304] 



^ Origenes, inquit, cum Filinm ap- 
pellat ytpifrhy B*h¥, sic accipe, qui pn'is- 
cipium tut habet et txUtendi initiunu 
Filio qiiidem commune est cum creatii 
rebut 8ui principium ac originem ha- 
bere ; emanandi autem ex illo principio 
ac prodeuudi ratio plane diveria est ; 
prodit enim Filius per generationem 
setemam ; prodeunt creatse res per 
temporariam creationem. . . . Atque ita 
Fiiius dici potest kyiytfrot, qui ab alio 
non habet ut sit, nenipe tanquam opus 
seu res facta, vel tanquam res creata ; 
et ytpiffost qui ab alio habet ut sit, 



nempe tanquam rea genita et Filius. 
Sic Origenes, qui y^vyfrbp Bthv appel- 
lasse Filium insimulatur . . . Filium 
tamen kyirtfrov Tocat lib. vi. contra 
Cels. . . . Cum Filium dixit (Origenes) 
y^vrfrhv, id sibi voluit, habere iptum iui 
principium ; contra Hieronymus expo- 
suit, esie factum. Nempe sic ferba 
Origenis in pessimum sensum tra- 
here aroabat Ita Epiphanius vocis 
yttrffrhs usum in aliis probaturum se 
dicit, in Origene damnare. — [Lib. ii. 
Quest, ii. § 23.] 
' diooTcAAtf/tcu T^ inifiaiy6fityoyt i^^ 



puctp. 



232 The Sdn alone able to comprehend the Father 4 

ON THE to what is meantj and say^ if [it be meant^ comprehensible] 
stantia"- ^y reason (\6y09) that is in us, whether abiding in Qtlie 
LiTY OP mind*,] or also put forth [in sound",] we will also say that 
' MuuBir ^^^ ^ ^®* comprehensible' by reason (Xo7oy), but if [wg 
' vpoipo' nse the expression Xo7o^] having in mind, ' the Word 
{Aoyos) was in the beginning, and the Word was with God, 
and the Word was God,' then we declare that by this Aoyos^ 
God is comprehensible/' As much as to say, God cannot be 
comprehended except by God, nor what is infinite except by 
what is infinite; from which it follows that the Word (6 Aoyos), 
inasmuch as He is able to comprehend God, is Himself God, 
which also Origen, together with John the Evangelist, afSrms 
in express terms. Every one then must perceive how dia- 
metrically opposed this declaration of Origen is to the blas- 
phemy of Arius. For Arius, in a work entitled Thalia, (as 
Athanasius states, in his work on the Synods®,) said, " It is 
* ^txfid' not possible for the Son to trace out* the Father, Who He is 
by Himself, for the Son Himself does not know His own sub- 
stance." A passage precisely similar follows, in the same 
book [against Celsus vi.], after some interval'; "And who 
else is able to save the soul of man, and to bring it to God 
who is over all, but God the Word ? who being in the be- 
ginning with God, on account of those who have been joined 
unto the flesh, and have become the very same as flesh, became 
flesh, in order that He may be comprehended by those who 
were unable to behold Him, in that He was [the] Word*, 
and was with God, and was God." Lastly, Origen, soon 
after, in the same passage, calls the Son, equally with the 
Father, great and incomprehensible; and moreover aflBrms 
that the Father had made the only-begotten Son a partner 
even of His own greatness. We shall quote the passage 
entire in a more suitable place hereafter. 



acu 



[305] 



Bta94r<p, cTre Ktd irpo<f>opiK^^ Koi ^jufis 
^<rofjL€ify Zri oIk ttrnv 4^iKr6s r^ \6y<p 
6 Bt6s' tl 9^ voittrturrts rh^ 'Ey ipx^ ^v 
6 \6yo9, Kcd 6 \^os ^v irpds rhv &€hv, 

Tovry TV \6y^ i<ptKr6s itrnv 6 B96*. — 
p. 320. [65. p. 682.] 

Bull) rhy Tlar^pa i^ixt'tdcaii 8$ i<rriv 
i<l>* tavTOv' aifrbs yap 6 vihi rijy iaurou 



oMav oIk o19w. — [15. voL I p. 729.] 

' rls 8* tiWos <ru(rcu koL trporayvytaf 
T^ M trduri 0ey St^vorai r^y rou iwSp^ 
wov ^vxV* fl ^ Bths \6yos; Bcrru iv 
iipXV ''^f^^ "^^^ Btdy i^y, Bih robs fcoAAif* 
divras rp trapki Koi y^yofiiyovi hftp 
ffop^f iy4v9ro (r^|, tya x^PV^ ^^ 
rSav fiif Buyafx4y»y cArhy jSX^reir koI^ 
\6yot Ijy, Kol Tphs Behy ^y, irai SAs 
»>.— [68. ]}. 684.] 



Of the Father^ 8 creating all things through the Son. 233 

10. You see, reader, how repeatedly and most openly book ir. 
Origen asserts the true Divinity of the Son, in his books ^^''g'^o' 
against Celsus, which are universally allowed to be the "oriqenT 
most genuine, pure, and uncorrupted of all his writings. 
Who now would suspect that out of these very writings any 
thing could be gathered, to shew that Origea was favourable 
to the Arian blasphemy ? And yet Petavius* alleges against 
Origen, as savouring of Arianism, a passage out of his sixth 
book against Celsus, in which he wrote, that** "the Son of 
God, the Word, was the immediate Creator*, and, ss it were, ' rhv irpo- 
the actual framer" of the world; whilst the Father of the^*^^^' 
Word was primarily' Creator, by reason of His having given « abrovp- 
commandment to His Son, the Word, to make the world." 7 "' , 
I have, however, already shewn how these words are to be 
understood, in chap. v. § 6. [p. 171.] of this book, in 
treating of the doctrine of Irenreus, to which I refer the 
reader. It is, indeed, so far from being an Arian tenet, that 
all things were created by the Father issuing, as it were. His 
mandate as the Supreme Maker, through the Son per- 
forming the Father's commandment and will, that even 
catholic doctors, who lived after the council of Nice, and [306] 
who were the keenest opponents of the Arian heresy, did 
not hesitate to affirm it throughout their writings, as we 
shewed in the same place out of Petavius himself. To the 
writers there adduced, I would here add one other, Hilary ; 
who, in his fourth book on the Trinity, treating of the words 
in Genesis i., " Let us make man in our image/' &c. speaks 
thus*, " By that which is said, ' Let us make man,' [it appears, 
that] the origin is from Him, from whom the Word also 
hath His beginning* ; but in that * God made man after « coepit. 
the image of God,' He also is signified through whom the 
work [of creation] is accomplished," Then again a little 
after; ''In that it is said, 'Let us make,' both the commanding 
and the execution are made* equal." And again, presently* ex«qua- 
after, concerning Wisdom, or the Son of God, rejoicing with Hp'^Jo'* 

commands 

» De TriniL i. 4. 5. 678.] and He who 

^ rhy fA^v wftofftx^s 9fiiuovpyh¥ e7vcu ^ Per id quod dictum est, Faciamus executes 

rhv vlhv Tov Bfov Xt^yoy, Kai &<rrcpcl hominem, ex eo origo est, ex quo coepit are made 

a^TOvpyhy rov K6<rfiov' rhv tk Harripa et Sermo; in eo vero quod Deus ad equal. 

TOV \Ayovt T^ Tpotrrtrax^yai r^ vt^ imaginem Dei fecit, significatur etiam 

iavrov \6y^ itoi^<rat rhy K6<rfioif, tlvat is, per quern consuinmatur operatio. . . . 

irpMTCifs ZfifAiovpy6v. — p. 317. [60. p. In eo quod dicitur, F«jc/rt«ittJf, el jussio 



234 Origination attributed to the Father, Ministry to 

ON TBB His Father in the works of creation^ he has these words : 

stantia" " Wisdom hath taught [us] the cause of Her rejoicmg ; She 

LiTY OP ^gg rejoicing because of the Father's joy, who joyed in the 

'- completion of the world and in the children of men. For it 

is written, 'And God saw that they were good/ She [Wis- 
dom] is glad that Her works, wrought through Herself 
at His command, are well-pleasing to the Father/' These 
last words of Hilary express fally the meaning of the pas- 
sage in Origen at which Petavius cavils. This is further 
to be observed, that Origen expressly softened down his 
assertion, lest it should seem harsh to any one, by the 
adverb dxrTrepel, 'as it were.' '' The Son," his words are, "is 
' qui velut the immediate Creator of the world, since He was*, as it were, 
fobrfcatitr Himself the actual framer of it;" by which caution he meant, 
Lat. Vers, without doubt, to meet the error of those who refused to 
admit the undivided operation of the Father and the Son in 
the same work of creation. But what is to be the end of this 
bold and reckless temper of scholastic theologians in passing 
their censure on the statements of the ancients ? Certainly, if 
[307] he, who has said that the Father, as the Father, is the pri- 
mary Creator of the world, who made the universe through 
His Son, is to be accounted an Arian, scarcely will Paul 
himself be pure from the stain of Arianism; seeing that 
in his first Epistle to the Corinthians, viiL 6, he thus treats 
9 partibus. of the shares^, so to say, which the Father and the Son had 
respectively in the creation and renewal of all things: "To us 

* ^1 o5. there is one God, the Father, of whom* are all things, and we 

* 84' ol. in Him ; and one Lord Jesus Christ, through whom^ are all 

things, and we through Him." For it is evident that the ex- 
pression cf o5, ' of whom,' denotes the primary cause. Hence 
also, Theodore Beza makes this annotation on the passage : 
" Whensoever the Father is distinguished from the Son, ori- 
gination is attributed to the former." All these statements, 
I mean, are to be referred altogether to that subordination 
of the Son, by which He is subjected to the Father " as His 
Author," (I here again use the very words of Hilary,) of 

exsqnatur, et factum. . . . Caugam lae- est enim, Et vidit Deus quia bona ttmt, 

titiae sus Sapientia docuit; Istatur ob Placere Patri opera sua gaudet,PER ss 

Istitiam Patris, in pcifectione niundi ex pra^gepto ejus effecta. — p. 39f 

et iu filiis hominum IseUutis. Scriptuin 40. [§ 20, 21. p. 839, 840.] 



the Son ; true and false senses of this statement. 236 

which we shall treat more at length in the fourth book, book h. 
But what is to be said of this, that in the Nicene Creed | lo/n/ 
itself we are commanded to believe, first, "In one God Origcn. 
the Father Almighty, Maker of all things, visible and in- 
visible :" secondly, " in one Lord Jesus Christ, &c., by^ ' per. 
whom all things were made?^^ I suppose, that if the 
Nicene Fathers had not been assembled in an cecumenical 
council, which it is an act of impiety to contradict, they 
would ,hardly have escaped the severe censure of the Jesuit 
Petavius, for these expressions. To sum up the whole subject 
in few words; Whosoever affirms, that God the Father, as the 
fountain of Godhead, and, therefore, the origin of all the 
divine operations, created the world from Himself through* aseipso. 
His Son, and that He is in consequence the primary Maker 
of all things, he surely is no way to be charged with Arian 
heresy, unless indeed we be ready to fasten the charge of 
Arianism on all the ancient fathers of the Church, and even 
on the divinely inspired writers themselves. But this would 
certainly be characteristic of Arian blasphemy, if any one 
should teach, that the Father created all things through the 
Son, as through an instrument extraneous to Himself, or as [308] 
through some power created before all other things, and 
alien from His own essence, — an impiety which never en- 
tered the mind of Origen even in a dream, as is evident from 
the passages we have adduced above. 

11. But there are some other statements in these very 
books against Celsus, which even Huet notes as wrong, and 
marks with condemnation^; the principal of which we shall * atro cal- 
discuss. In the first place, Huet^ adduces, as very difficult of g"^^®^,^®^*' 
explanation, these words of Origen'^ : *' But if any one from transfigit. 
these words shall be distracted with fear, that we are deserting 
to those, who deny that the Father and the Son are two hypo- 
stases^, let him give heed to that saying, ^And of all them that « b^ 6ro. 
believed the heart and the soul was one,* in order that he may ^^*^* 
understand those words, ' I and My Father are one.' '^ And 
again^, "We therefore worship the Father of the Truth, and 

J Origeniana ii. 32. [Qaiest 2. 3.] irrtvadvronf ^ KopHa ico] ^ ^xh M^^t 

^ ft 8c Tts ^ic To^rrvy ircpto'ircur^^o'CTai, lya Ocwp^crp rh, 4yi» Kod 6 nwHip €if 

fi"^ TTi ainofioKovfity npbs rohs iufcupovv' i<rfifv. — Lib. viii contr. Cels.i p. 386. 

ras B6o tluat Oiroardafts xar^paKoi vihy, [12. p. 7>>0.1 

4TtaT7i<rdru ry, ''Hi' 84 wdtftwr rw irt- * ipifO'Kcuo/ici' oZw thy irartpa r^s 



236 Different senses of the word viroarains in early times; 



ON THE the Son [who is] the Truth, being two things in hypostasis*, 
bTantia" ^^* One in unanimity, and agreement, and identity of ^will/' 
LiTY OF Upon these passages the learned writer observes thus ; '* He 
!^^r-^ says that ' the Father and the Son are two* in hypostasis, 
bvoar^tt One m agreement and unanimity. But virocrraa'ts m early 
^pdyfiarcL ^imes was ordinarily used for oifala (substance) by heathen 
and Christian writers. Jerome, in his 57th Epistle to Damasus 
says, ' The whole school of secular literature knoweth of no 
[309] other sense of {moarcuns than that of ovciaV In this sense 
the Nicene fathers understood it, in this sense did those of 
Sardica; in this sense also is it probable that Origen under- 
stood it.'* I reply first: The words inroa-Taa-is and ova-ujt 
were variously employed in early times, at least by Christians. 
I mean that inrooTaa-is was sometimes taken by them for 
what we call ova- la (substance), and, vice versa, the word 
ovaia for that which we call xnroaTaais (person) : sometimes 
viroaraaLs was used by the ancients, even by those who pre- 
ceded the council of Nice, for that which we at this day 
designate person or subsistence. That the word inroarda'cs 
' quando- is occasionally* used by the ancients to signify that which 
we call ovala is not only confessed but contended for by 
Huet; although (candidly to confess the truth) I do not 
113 remember that I ever found the word thus used by any 
catholic writer, in treating of the most Holy Trinity^ before 
the Nicene council, or for some time after it. It is however 
most certain that the word ov<rCa was sometimes taken by 
these very writers, for what we call inroarao'is. Thus Pierius, 
martyr and presbyter, the teacher of the martyr Pamphilus, 
though his views concerning the Father and the Son were 
catholic, yet made the statement, (as is related by Photius™,) 
that the Father and the Son are two ovcrCai and <f)v<T€i9, 

* usis et meaning by the words otisia and nature^, hypostasis ; as is 

evident, Photius likewise says, from what precedes and 
follows. We have observed above", that the word <f)V(n9 
was used by Clement of Alexandria in this sense, though, 

* alioqui. Jikg the term ovaia, it has in other cases' a wider appli- 

ii\ri$tlast Kol rhw v(6v riiv &\i^0ctai', Hvra [Epist. xv. vol. i. p. 89.] 
81^0 Tj; ivoarrduru irpdyfAara, ty 8i rp " Biblioth. Cod. 119. [See Routb. 

6fio¥ol(ft Koi ry a-vfulxoviif, kqX t§ ravrS- Reliq. Sacr., vol. iii. p. 212. — B.; see 

rufri rov 0ov\rifiaTos. — [p. 751.] the whole passage quoted below, 13. 

' Tota secularium literanim schola 1.] 
nihil aliud 0ir6aTacw i\h\ obaiav novit. •' [ch. vi. § (i. p. llh.] 



naedfor a thing aubsistinff per se, or a Person. 237 



cation. And that this word was taken in the same sense book n. 
by Gregory Nyssen, Epiphanius^ and even by Athana- *^"§^i*|"*" 



sins himself, is shewn by Petavins, de Trin. iv. 1. n. 2, 3. oriqen. 
Lastly, (which bears more nearly on our subject^) it is cer- 
tain from many instances that the word inroa-Taa-ts was at 
times used by the primitive doctors of the Church, even those 
who preceded the council of Nice, to signify a subsistence^, *8ubsisten- 
or a single thing subsisting j^er se, which in things endued [3101 
with intelligence is the same as person. Tertullian, in his 
treatise against Praxeas, wishing to assert the personal sub- 
sistence^ of the Son in opposition to those who denied that 'subsisten^ 
He was a distinct Person from the Father, affirms of the **™' 
Son of God, that He is " a substance'^ and '' a substantive 
thing.^' Thus, in the seventh chapter®: "Do you then, 
(you ask,) grant that the Word is a certain substance', con- > aliquam 
structed by the Spirit and the commimication of Wisdom ^ ? ^"^^*"' 
Certainly I do. For you are unwilling to hold Him to be * Spiritu 
substantive in reality*, by having a substance of His own', ^^^^l^ne. 
so as that He may be regarded as a thing and a person^ » substan- 
and so, being constituted second to God [the Father], be^"™^"* 
able to make two®. Father and Son, God and the Word. • per eub- 
For, you will say, what is a word, but a voice and sound 'ropri^u- 
of the mouth, or (as grammarians teach) air struck against^ tem. 
intelligible on being heard, but, for the rest, a sort of void ^^5!^* 
and empty" and incorporeal thing? I, on the contrary, s duos, 
contend, that nothing empty and void could have come • offeneua. 
forth from God, seeing that it is not put forth from that ^^ [^^™ 
which is empty and void ; nor could that be devoid of sub- 
stance, which has proceeded from so great a substance,'' &c. 
Again, in the 26th chapter, treating of the distinction be- 
tween the Father and the Son, he speaks to this effect; 
*^ [But if He be] God of God, as a substantive thing, [He] will 



° Ergo, inquis, das aliquam substan- 
tiam esse Sennonem, Spiritu et sopliis 
traditione construe tain ? plane. Non 
TIB enim eum substantivum habere in 
re, per substantise proprietatem, ut res 
et persona qusdam videri possit, et ita 
capiat aecundus a Deo constilutus duos 
efiicere, Patrem et Filiuro, Deum et 
Sermonem. Quid est enim, dices, ser- 
mo, nisi vox et sonua oris, et (sicut 
grammatici tradunt) aer offensuBi intei- 



ligibis auditu, cseterum vacuum nescio 
quid, et inane, et incorporale ? At ego 
nihil dico de Deo inane et vacuum pro- 
dire potuisse, ut non de inani et vacuo 
prolatum ; nee carere substantia, quod 
de tanta substantia processit, &c. . . . 
[Quod si] Deus Dei tanquam substan- 
tiva res, non erit ipse Deus ; sed hacte- 
nus Deus, quia ex ipsius Dei substantia, 
qua et subatantiva rea eat, &c. — [p. 503, 
604.] 



238 Instances of \nr6irrcLa19 used in the sense of Person, 

ON THE not be God [the Father] Himself; bat thus far God^ be- 
BTANTi^- cause [He is] of the substance of God Himself^ whereby also 
LiTT OP |{e ^g n substantive thing/^ He goes on to say^ that wisdom 

'- and providence are not "substantive things" or "substances/* 

that is^ hypostases {viroardaeis). For this form of expression 
Tertullian^ the known imitator of the Greeks, seems alto- 
gether to have derived from the Greek Fathers, translating 
the Greek word xnroaraais by the Latin substantia and res 
■ alioqoL substautivQ; though the Latins had, besides', a word of their 
own, even in the time of Tertullian, for expressing a sub- 
sistence in the divine essence, namely, the word persona^ 
[311] which is sometimes used by Tertullian himself in the same 
treatise. Hippolytus, who was next to Tertullian in date, 
and earlier than Origen, in a passage which has been already 
quoted^ by us, says that the flesh or human nature in Christ 
does not subsist by itself, but has its subsistence {ri)v inro- 
(rrcuriv) in the Word, that is to say, subsists in the Word. 
Dionysius of Alexandria, a disciple of Origen, in his answer 
to the fourth question of Paul of Samosata, speaks thus of 
the three persons of the Holy Trinity**; "The two hypo- 
stases (that is, of the Father and of the Son) are insepa- 
* iifwrS- rable'', and also the iusubsisting^ Spirit of the Father, 
trrarow. ^hich was iu the Son/^ And it seems to me that by this 
passage of Dionysius of Alexandria the opinion of his name- 
sake and contemporary, Dionysius of Kome, is by all means 
to be explained ; for the latter in his Epistle against the 
Sabellians, [preserved] in Athanasius', after refuting them, 
proceeds to confute those who separated the Godhead " into 
3 fis Tp«?f three divided hypostases'." Petavius, indeed, on the (Trinity, 
ttJyos*2ro- iv. 1. 5) would have it that the word {nroarcuns in this pas- 
tnJurw. sage was used in a more general signification for ov<rla : led 
to this, I suppose, by the consideration, that Dionysius 
professes his dissent from those, who divided the Grodhead 
into three hypostases. But this is nothing to the point: 
for Dionysius does not blame those against whom he argues 

' See 8. f 5. of this book [p. 218, > %h rims /ufupur/iiwas twoerdrtu, 

where I observed that Hippolytus wrote Athanasius de Syn. Mic. Deeretis, p. 

v^arwrii, not lw6ffraait.~r-^,'\ 275. edit. Paris. 1627. [toI. i. p. 231. 

4 ol ^^ {ncofrr^*a iiX^P^*''^^*^^ "^^ ^^^ ^ Routh's Rel. Sacr.,Tol. iii. p. 

itnfrdffraroi^ Tou irarphs vrtv/io, tfy iif 179, &c. ; see the passage quoted bo- 

TV vl^. — [p. 230.] low, cap. xi. § 1.] 

' See Theodoret, £. H. I 4. 



by HippolytuSf and the Dionysii of Rome and Alexandria, 239 
simply for making three hypostases in the Godhead, but book n/ 

CHAP IXa 

on this account only, that they thought that those three ^ I'l. 
hypostases were divided (fi€fi€pi,<Tfiivasi) . And afterwards Origbn. 
in the same passage he expresses this more fully, when he [312] 
says again, *^ that the same heretics divided the Godhead^ into 
three hypostases, foreign to, and altogether separate from, 
each other/' Very ill, therefore, has Petavius translated 
the Greek of Dionysius into Latin, as distinctas hypostases, 
(distinct hypostases). Against these heretics, Dionysius 
in the next place proceeds to lay down, that° '^the divine 
Word is made one ^ with the God of the universe, and that ■ ivwrBai, 
the Holy Ghost reposes' in God and hath His dwelling in ' tfupiKo- 
Him ;" that is to say, that the Three Divine Persons are in- ^^^^^' 
timately and mutually conjoined with Each Other by an n^ 
inexplicable kind of circumincession^, and that They reci- > inexplt- 
procally, as it were, enter into Each Other, so that Oneq*^^^^ 
cannot in any wise be separated from Another; but on this ircpix»pi|- 
point we shall say more hereafter. The reader may secb^^i^*^ 
this passage from Dionysius quoted entire in chap. xi. § 1 ^- ^^-3 
of this book. When, therefore, Dionysius of Home denies 
that there are in the Godhead three divided and separate 
hypostases, he clearly meant the same as the other Diony- 
sius, when he affirms that the Father a^d the Son are two 
hypostases by no means separate [from each other], and that 
the Holy Ghost also is an hypostasis subsisting in the Son 
Himself, and,* consequently, not disjoined either from the 
Son or from the Father. It is plain that both alike confessed 
a distinction of hypostases in the Godhead ; both alike denied 
a division or separation of hypostases. There is, however, 
another passage of Dionysius of Alexandria, which throws 
the clearest light on this subject ; it is quoted by Basil the 
Great, in his treatise concerning the Holy Spirit, chap. 29^, 
where he introduces Dionysius arguing to this effect, in his 
Apology against the Sabellians, near the middle, " If, because [313] 
hypostases are Three, they say that they are divided. Three 

' * tit rpus Ifwoirriffut (/rai, iXX^Xow • «1 t^ rpi if cTyo* t^ ^offrdatis, 

iraifTdtrtun Ktj(etpurfA^rqt, [Suu^vrror ftMfitpurfiitms clra< \iyovCi, rpus ^ttrit 

rriv aylav fMviba,'] Ibid. «f v /u^ BiXwriv, ^ t^v OtUuf rptjia 

* ilifwrOtu yiip it^dyicfi ry $9^ rww rorrcXvs drcA^cMror. — Opera BaailiU 

tKmw Thv $Mr xSyov ^m4»iAox«»P«<> 9k torn. ii. p. S6S. edit Parii. 1637. 

T^ 6c4» Kot iy^tanaaeat 84 to &yior [Vol iii. p. 61. Op. Dionyg., p. 98, 

iryev/Ao. — Ibid. 99. J 
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there are, (though they would not have it so,) or else let 
them entirely do away with the divine Trinity/' From 
these words it is clearly gathered, that amongst the catholics 
of the age of Dionysius it was a fixed and settled point, that 
there are three hypostases in the Godhead'; and that the 
Sabellians thought that it followed from that position, that 
there were three divided hypostases, as being unable to 
conceive of three distinct Persons subsisting in the divine 
essence without division. This consequence, however, both 
the Dionysii entirely reject in the passages which have 
been adduced. To proceed. The six bishops, contempora- 
ries of the two Dionysii, who wrote an epistle* to Paul of 
Samosata, from the council of Antioch, deny in it, in op- 
position to Paul and Sabellius, that the Son of God is '^ the 
unsubsisting^ knowledge'' of the Father; and in the same 
place they call the Son of God Himself "the living and insub- 
sisting energy^" of God the Father. Who then can doubt, 
that these bishops meant that the Son also was a distinct 
hypostasis^ from the Father? Especially since Dionysius of 
Alexandria, in the same age, used the terms rtfv inr6<rrcunv and 
TO ivv7r6crrarov as having the same meaning, as is evident 
from the passage above quoted. Alexander, bishop of Alex- 
andria, in an epistle to Alexander, bishop of Constantinople, 
written before the council of Nice^, seems to have taken the 
word in the same sense, by writing to this effect on the words 
of the Evangelist, John i. 1 ; " For he set forth His (the 
Son's) peculiar hypostasis^, when he said, ' In the beginning 
was the Word, and the Word was with Gk)d.' " And, if trust 
is to be placed in the great Basil rather than in the modem 
Jesuit, Petavius, the Nicene fathers understood the word 
in the same sense, that is, according to the ancient use of it 
in the Church, when in their creed they anathematized those, 
who said that the Son was of *' another hjrpostasis or sub- 
stance"" than the Father. For Basil, in his 78th epistle, stat- 
ing how Marcellus of Ancyra and some other abettors of the 



* Bibl. Patr., torn. xi. [Routh. Rel. 
Sacr.i voLil p. 469. — B. [The passage is 
this : 9t* oZ 6 trariip rtJana rcrofijiccy, 
ohx ^' ''* ^pydyovt 068* &s Bi* hriaHifiris 
iunfToardroVf yttfrfiffcurros fikr rov iro- 
rphs rhy vl6y &s fwaoif Mfyyueuf, Ktd 



iyvw6aTaroy, iy^pyovvra ra irdyra iy 
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y r^v yitp lBi6Tpoiroy abrov {nr6aTa<ruf 
i^ilXwaty, tlrioy, *Ey itpxS ^^ ^ ^6yos, 
Kcd 6 \^os ^y Tp6s rhy Bc6y, «c.A* — ^In 
Theodoret £. H. i. 4. [p. 12.] 
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Sabellian heresy, had sought support firom these words of bookil 
the Nicene council^ denies that the words ova-la and vtto- § ] j. 
craai^ were used by the fathers as parallel* and as signifying qrigen. 
the same. He proves this by the following argument' ; " For ' !** »of>«A>- 
if the words had expressed one and the same idea, what 
need was there of both ? but it is evident that, inasmuch as 
there were some who denied that [the Son] is of the ovaia 
of the Father, and others who said, not only that He was not 
of the oiaia of the Father, but that He was of some other 
vTrdarcuri^, they thus renounced both opinions as alien from 
the mind of the Church/' I should wish here, however, by 
the way, to examine briefly the chief arguments, by which 
Petavius* has endeavoured to overthrow this view of the 
great Basil ; " First,'* he says, " it is quite certain, that the 
fathers added this clause of the Creed in opposition to the 
dogma of Arius alone/' I might have asked Petavius, 
whence it is so certain? Surely it is most certain, that 
the [Nicene] fathers in their Creed, although they intended 
primarily to impugn the dogma of Arius, do yet in some 
places touch on the heresies of others. For instance, when 
they define that all things were made by the Son, they do [315] 
not aim a blow at the Arians, who never denied this, but at 
the Ebionites, Artemonites, Samosatenes, and other heretics 
of the same stamp. But suppose we allow that that clause 
was added by the Fathers in opposition to the dogma of the 
Arians alone, (which I think to be most true,) what follows ? 
" The Arians," says Petavius, '' did not teach that the Son 
derived His origin from another person^ than that of the ' ab aliA 
Father." Neither, I answer, did any one of the Arians teach P®"°°** 
that the Son derived His origin of another substance, if we * ex alii 
would speak strictly and exactly. But, as all the Arians ■^*>*^*n^i4- 
denied that the Son was bom of ^ the substance of the * natum e. 
Father, so some denied, that He was in any way bom of* * °*^**'" ®*' 
the Father Himself, or of the hypostasis of the Father. That 
is, there were two main classes of Arian fanatics ; the one 
acknowledged, indeed, that the Son was boni^ in a manner e natum. 

tm^oiay al ^yai, ris J(p*ia Ijv iKarifwv; &s &XA^rpia tpv iKK\riaiwmKOU <f>poy^-' 

iJiKh 9ri\oy Zri, i^s r&y fikr i^vovfiiynp fiaros iiirriy6ptwray. — [£p. cxxv. 1. voL 

rh iK T^r obiritu fTyoi rov trcerphSf r&v iii« p. 215.] 
8i KrySvTtWt olht iK Trjs obfflas,iJi\* ii *■ De Trin. iv. 1. 6. 
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ON THE peculiar [to Himself] of the Hypostasis of the Father Itself, — 
BTANTiA- ^ot, as the other creatures^ made out of nothings — but yet 
LiTY OP denied that the Son was begotten^ of the substance of the 

i rj- Father, regarding Him only as a kind of power* of the 

turn. Father, not an effluence ' of the Father's substance ; the other 
airuam™ ^^*ss, in Order to avoid admitting that the Son was begotten 
*iw6ppotw,^ a manner peculiar [to Himself] of the Father Himself, 
affirmed in round terms, that He, as the other creatures, 
was made simply out of nothing*. The former class were 
called Semiarians, and their opinion is best explained in 
few words by Petavius^ himself in another place, out of their 
own Confession, in Epiphanius, Haeres. Ixxiii. n. 2. &c., in 
the following terms ; " In this,*' he says, " they bring for- 
ward many things very like the Catholic doctrine ; especially 
in that they deny that the Son is a creature, on the ground 
that He is a true Son, and produced by a true generation, 
and not by that figurative one, whereby created beings are 
genits a. said to be begotten by^ Grod; on the contrary, that [the 
[316] Father] is truly a Father, whom they confess also to have 
* genuiBse begotten the Son^ of Himself*, and that before all thought, 
and all reckonings, and times, and ages. These expressions 
are plausible in appearance, and approach very near to the 
Catholic Confession. But there is yet that wanting in them, 
wherein consists the strength and chief point^ of the faith, 
in that they do not acknowledge that the Son was begotten 
by the Father of His substance^, but of the likeness of the 
Father^, namely, by His generative energy"; since they 
6fMi6nrros affirm that the Father has various modes of acting*^, one 
10 4,fpyt(f^ creative*^ another generative, whereby He produces the Son. 
7«ivijTticp. Then they lay it down, that there is not the same essence 
ac ones, j^ "Q^^h tut two mutually like each other.^' The Nicene 
iciir. fathers, therefore, strike a blow at both these parties of the 

&/^ ^^' Arians, in the words, " of another hypostasis or substance*'/' 
<rtw fi that is to say, both at those who denied that the Son was 
in any wise born** of the Person of the Father, or of the 
Father Himself, and affirmed that He was made out of 
nothing ; as also at those who, while they confessed that the 
Son was bom ** in a manner peculiar [to Himself] of the 
Father Himself, did yet deny altogether that He was be- 

>> De Trin. i. 10. 7. 
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gotten of the substance of the Father, and that He was in bo^k ii. 
consequence of one substance^ with the Father. To put *^Yii" 
the question beyond all controversy, the Confession of the Orioen.' 
Arians, which was presented to the Emperor Constans, by *^A«>oiJ<rioy. 
the hands of Maris, Theodorus, and Mark, and is recited 
by Athanasius, in his work on the Synods of Ariminum 
and Seleucia, concludes with these words*'; ''Those, how- 
ever, who say that the Son is out of what existed not, 
or of another hypostasis, and not of God, and that there 
ever was a time, when He was not, the Catholic Church 
regards as aliens." The same thing is evident from the [317] 
Confession sent into Italy, by the hands^ of Eudoxius, Mar- ' per. 
tyrius, and others, and from the Sirmian Confession, which 
follow in the same place in Athanasius. Now you see here, 
that those Arians denied that the Son was created, or made, 
out of nothing, and acknowledged that the Son was bom ' ' natum. 
€f v7ro<nraflrea)9, of the hypostasis of God the Father, in other 
words, of* God Himself; whilst it is yet most certain that * ex. 
these same heretics never acknowledged, and never would 
have acknowledged that the Son was begotten i^ ovtriasy 
of the substance of the Father. Rightly, therefore, and 
learnedly did Basil distinguish between the words vTrotrraats 
and oifaia, in the Nioene Creed ; and quite inconsiderately 
does the Jesuit Petavius carp at that observation of the great 
doctor. And as to the argument adduced by Basil — ^that the 
Nicene fathers would not have employed those words to- 
gether in so short a creed, had the meaning of both been 
the same — ^Petavius's reply to it is easily refuted. ''K," 
he says, " there were force in that reasoning of Basil, neither 
would this be free frt>m objection, that in the same creed, 
after the fathers had pronounced an anathema against such 
as held, that ' there was a time when the Son was not,^ they 
immediately add what has the same meaning, * and that be- 
fore He was begotten He was not/ and again, 'that He was 
made out of what existed not^.^" But I deny that the words, < nuHis 
" He was not before He was begotten,'* have entirely the ^^^^" 
same signification as the preceding clause, "there was a time ' 

vlhv, f^ 4^ h-4p€u ^ovrie'tets, wo) m^ 4ic koBoKus^ 4KK\7ifri€u — torn. L p. 896. 
rov e§ov, Kol (8ri) ^r xp^^' ^^ (^ [§ ^* ▼oL i. p. 7SS.] 
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ON THE when He was not/' For the former sentence attributes, in- 
stan'tia"- definitely, a beginning to the existence of the Son ; the se- 
LiTYop cond determines the very point', so to speak, of that be- 

THE SON • ■* ■* 

, ^ ffinninff. There is indeed a sense latent* in the latter words, 

» latet which has escaped the acuteness even of Petavius ; what that 
is, however, we shall explain at large, in a more suitable 
place, hereafter^. Neither is it true, that in the following 
words, " that He was made out of what existed not," there is 
[318] again a mere repetition. For among the crowd of Arians, 
there were some (as Petavius himself has observed in another 
place) whom Theodoret (lib. iv. de Haer.) says were after- 
wards called Psathyriani, who, as they said that the Father 
had ever existed, so [they said] that the Son had been ever 
created by Him \ for that with God to beget is nothing else 
than to create. They did not assert, that there was a time 
when the Son was not; yet they maintained that the Son 
was made out of what existed not. Further also, Oelasius of 
Cyzicus, in his Acts of the Council of Nice, (part ii. c. 12,) 
represents Hosius as making reply, by the command and de- 
cree of the whole council, and declaring a Trinity of hypo- 
•rpiitea stases'; which the fathers afterwards make profession of 
o-«w,. through Leontius the bishop, (ibid., c. 21.) Accordingly 
Anastasius Sinaita stated that the Nicene fathers had de- 
<ftroojra- fined, that* "there are three Hypostases, or Persons*, in 
irp^wrau the Holy and Consubstantial Trinity.'' The authority of 
these writers, however, Petavius set at nought, relying, 
forsooth, on those arguments by which he groundlessly 
11^ boasts that he has refuted the opinion of Basil. Yet cer- 
tainly Eusebius of Csesarea, (who was present at the coun- 
cil of Nice, and than whom no one knew better the ancient 
use of the word irrroa-raa-is in the Church,) in his Letter 
to Eustathius of Antioch, acknowledged, (according to So- 
MvwArra- cratcs',) "that the Son of God is substantive' and subsist- 
f^jip. ing^ and that there is one God in three hypostases.*' And 
xoirra. in this sense (I conceive) the word vTroaTaa-t^s would have 

' Book iii. 9. 2, &c. considered by Cave to have been made 

* rpcis cZycu {nroardfftUt ffroi Tp6- up out of the works of Anastasius and 

ffuwafM rris aylas ica2 Sfioowrlov fpid- other writers. — B.] 
8of' Anastasius in 'OStr/. c. 21. [c. 20. ' 4yvw6<rraT6u re icoi2 iwwipx^^^ 

ed. Ingolstadt, 1606. Anastasius Si- rhv vlhv ttvcu rov Beov, tva rt Bthi^ 4w 

nuta was bishop of Antioch in the rpialv {/Koardatviv thcu {_6fio\oyoW' 

sixth century. This work, however, is res]. — £. H. i. 23. 
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continued to be used without offence^ had not the Arians bookii. 
abused it to propagate their own heresy, taking it, in a *"*§ n!** 
more general signification, for nature and substance, and ORioENr 
teaching that the Father and the Son are two hy})Ostases, [319] 
that is [two] diverse natures or substances, mutually differing 
from each other. For it was against them that the catholic 
doctors affirmed in the council of Sardica, that there is one 
hypostasis^ of the Father and of the Son. The words of the ' m^*" ^rf- 
fathers of Sardica, on this subject, in their Synodical Letter*, 
preserved by Theodoret, are worthy to be transcribed here** : 
" The party of the heretics obstinately maintains, that the 
hypostases of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost are different^, and are separate from each other ; we, » 9u^^ous. 
however, have received and been taught and hold this, the 
catholic and apostolic tradition and faith and confession, 
that there is one hypostasis, which the heretics themselves 
call substance^, of the Father, and of the Son, and of the ' oMw. 
Holy Ghost.*' Here these Fathers expressly inform us, that 
they called the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost one 
hypostasis^, only in that sense in which the heretics took the ^/Joy ^6- 
word hypostasis as equivalent to substance* ; intimating, as ^J^*"- 
is plain, that they were not ignorant of another sense of 
the word, received among the ancient catholic doctors of the 
Church, by whom, that is, it was used to signify person or 
subsistence, — and that they would willingly have embraced [320] 
it, and, in accordance with that acceptation of the word, 
would have acknowledged that there are three persons, or 
subsistences', in the Godhead. From this cause, however, it •subsisten- 
is certain that there arose that sad division^ which after- **** . 

' disct- 

wards disturbed the Churches of the East, and of the West dium. 
also, touching one or three hypostases in the Godhead® ; * divinis. 
whilst some, that is, chose to conform to the language of 
the fathers of the council of Sardica, and others retained 
the ancient use and meaning of the word. And this 

* Or rather in an appendix to their irwt^fiaros, Koi cTyat KtxtopKTfi^vas' iifitTs 

Letter, which was added by some of Si rairriiv iraptiX'fi^afifif xal StStSuI^- 

them, under protest from the rest of /iC0a, koI raArriw ^xof^tv r^y koBoXik^v 

the bishops. See Athanasius, Epist nal iaroaroKiK^v vofniBoaiy icai irlirruf 

Synod, ad Antiochenses, p. 576. ed. koI 6fwX.oylaif, fiitw that ^6<rraffii', %y 

Paris. [§ 5, vol. i. p. 772.] atnol oi alptriKol oh<rteuf npoiroyopt^ 

^ rh rwv aiptriK&v a^trnifia ^lAo- oimti, roi; llarpibs leal rov vlov nal rov 

Miir«7, 9itup6povf thai rhs i^oardetis aylou irytifiaros. — E. H. iL 8. [p. 81.] 
roi; IlaTp^s «red rov viov ital rov aylou 
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ovTHc vue the first oouncQ of Constantinople at length ratified 

•flmh'^ hy its authoritTj in its Synodical Letter, fonnd in the 

LiTTor Ecclesiastical History of Theodoret, t. 9. The Aiiaiiis 

THE SOS* 

^however, at length determined to throw out from their 

creeds the word {nroaratns as well as ovaia. For in the 
Confession which was drawn np at Constantinople hy 
Acacias, Eudoxins, and others, who, on hdng condemned 
hy the decree of the oonncQ of Selencia, hetook themsdres 
to the emperor, towards the end they define to this effect^ : 
'' But as for the word sahstance (ovaia), which was set down 
1 itwXo6' by the fathers in simplicity', but being nnknown to the 
^'^*^' people caused offence, inasmuch as the Scriptures do not 
contain it, it has seemed good to us that it be taken away. 
. . . For not even ought the word hypostasis {trrroirreurif) 
to be used touching the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
^BftotoPT^ Ghost j but we say that the Son is like unto ^e Father', 
""^^ &c." By this decree those Arians completely rescinded 
their former Confessions, in which they had declared that 

* i^ olaltu. the Son was begotten, though not of the substance' yet 

* if hro' nevertheless, of the h3^po6tasis^ of God the Father. 

irrAtrttts, Secondly, after premising this very lengthy, yet not lise- 
[321] less, general dissertation, touching the ancient use in the 
Church of the terms oifo-ta and {nroaraai^^ I now, at last, 
return to Origen. It is certain, that the word inroaraais is 
throughout employed by Origen to signify either subsistence, 
or a single and individual thing subsisting per se, which in 
beings endued with understanding is the same as what we 
now call person. Nay I do not remember, that I have any- 
where found the word taken by him in any other sense, when 
he is speaking of the Trinity ; whence a great man, Hugo 
Grotius^ (in his Notes on John i. 2, and on the Epistle to the 
Hebrews i. 8,) affirms, that Origen was the first to transfer 
the term in this sense from the Platonists to the use of the 
Church — ^which however I do not believe to be true. As re- 
gards the passage, which is noted by Huet, nothing is more 
evident than that Origen there affirms that the Father and 

^ rh Si 6yo}ia Tfjs oiirias, Hirtp &rAo^- d^ffXct 6w6ffTcuris Ttpl xarphst ical viov, 

ffrtpov tvh rwv ir«r4pw¥ MBti^ iyvoo^- jral ay(ov vyt6fMT0t iyotidftcBou. Sftotor 

fuwy 9h rots \aoit, (rKdif9€i\oy lf^«p€, tk xiyofi^v r^ narpl rhy vi6k. — At]ii- 

Jirfri fjLifi^ al ypa/^ai rovro ir^pUxovcriy, nasius de Synod. Arim. et Selene., 

Uptfft irtpiaipiOriyai. . . . icol yip oM torn. i. p. 906. [§ 30. vol. i, p. 747.] 
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the Son are two in hypostasis*^ in the same sense in which book ii. 
the heretics, whom he is glancing at in that place, denied it? ^^1*1.'*' 
And who were they? beyond all doubt the Noetians and origek. 
others, who taught that God was unipersonal', and acknow- * if ^o- 
ledged only one hypostasis, i. e. one person, in the Godhead, f' J^p^^ 
And as to that further objection of Huet, that Origen, when <rtrwo¥. 
he said that the Father and the Son are one in unanimity ^^^ 
and agreement, apparently rejected all other unity, it is cer- 
tainly of little weight. For he who in a given passage 
mentions only a unity of agreement between the Father and 
the Son, is not straightway to be regarded as having been 
entirely ignorant of any other unity. Then again, Origen 
in a thousand other passages has acknowledged the Father 
and the Son to be of one substance', if you look to the ^ 6tuowri- 
thing which is signified by the expression ; full often, too, *"'• 
has he in express terms confessed the consubstantiality \ * t^ ifioo6- 
according to the quotations of Famphilus the martyr and the 
testimony of Buffinus. The same I shall clearly shew in the 
proper place concerning Novatian, or whoever is the author 
of the treatise on the Trinity, amongst the works of Tertul- 
lian, whom Huet notes on account of a similar expression. 
Moreover, Origen, in his first tome on John, says of the [322] 
Valentinians and other heretics of the same kind * ^- " They fo^"*.^"" 
use that passage, ' My heart hath poured forth a good Word,' [P».xiv.i.] 
supposing, that the Son of God is an emanation of the Father, 
as it were in syllables ; and accordingly, if we strictly enquire 
of them, they do not allow an hypostasis to Him, neither do 
they clearly* declare His substance.'* Here Huet allows, that • atufnipi- 
vwoa-Taai^ is indeed distinguished firom ovala ; he says how- »"'^**'* 
ever that it does not mean person but subsistence. But I ask, 
what difierence is made by the ancients, when they are 
spejiking of the Trinity, between person and subsistence? 
As Petavius" has rightly observed, they certainly took '^ sub- 
sistence for a concrete noun, as it is called, and confounded it 
mi^ person" Supposing then, next, that in that passage of Ori- 
gen, to which Huet objects, the word inroaTaacs be, accord- 
ingly, taken for subsistence, so that the Father and the Son 

' j(p&irrai T^, 'E{i)p«v|aTo ^ KopBta Iwdtrratrip ain^, cl iucpifi&s ahr&v ww- 

/lov A4$7oi/ ityaShy, oUfAtvot wpoipopiu' BayoifAfOot oh SiS^kurtv, odSi oMcof a^ov 

warpiiciiUf olovtt iv trvWafiats Kutiirnv ffa^tiviiowriv. — [23. vol. iv. p. 2«>.] 
clyai rhv mi>if rov 8coD, koI ffarci romo " Petav. de Trin. iv. 3. 6. 
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be declared to be two in subsistence; can any catbolic find 
fault witb tbis? nay, is not be a beretic ratber wbo denies 
it? But Huet assaults bim more keenly: ''Wby do we 
attempt,'^ says be, ''to set up a defence for Origen, ^vrhen 
be bimself betrays bis own cause, in bis second tome on 
Jobn, wbere, impugning a certain person'' as 'teaching, that 
tbere subsists not any peculiar substance ' of tbe Holy Ghost 
otber' than tbe Fatber and tbe Son,' be shortly after adds, 
'we however, wbo are persuaded, that there are three hypo- 
stases, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost,' &c. By 
these words he shews, that he dissents from one who asserts 
that there is only one substance^ in the Trinity, and that he 
admits [that there are] three hypostases, that is three sab- 
stances. For if the word {nrotrrdaeis here signified iStonTre?, 
i. e. persons, he would fail altogether to express his dissent 
from him who thought that tbe Trinity was of one sub- 
stance*/' But, I maintain, nothing else can be collected 
from this passage, than that the adversary against whom 
Origen is there arguing, understood by the word ouaia 
hypostasis or person, which we have already proved that 
many others, even catholics, did. For it is plain that tbe 
opponent, against whom Origen is there ai^uing, was, 
in reality, of the school of Noetus, who maintained that 
the Holy Ghost differs in no respect at all from the Father 
and the Son, but "is the same thing* as the Father," 
as Origen himself states in the same passage. In reply 
to him, Origen in this place shews, that in Matt. xii. 32, 
there is, without any controversy, a distinction set forth 
between the Holy Ghost and the Son ; whence he concludes, 
that the Holy Ghost, as also the Son, differs in person* from 
the Father ; and then adds, that both he himself and other 
catholics believe that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost 
are three vTroarao-ei^, three subsistences^. Indeed the word 
vTroaraacs almost uniformly ® in Origen signifies either sub- 
sistence in the abstract, or a single and individual thing sub- 
sisting by itself, which, as I have repeatedly said, is equivalent, 
in the case of those beings which are endowed with life and 

B . . . ioyfjuerl^Mv, fifi9^ obtrlay rtph fi§yoi rvyx<^yfiyt fhy irar4pa, ical rhp 

I9iay 6^9<rrdkcu rod cfylov irvf^fmros, vlbv^ koI rh iyiov viffvfia, <e.X.— [fi. 

lripa» traphi rhv irar4pa koI rh¥ vlh^t ... p. 61.] 
fifAtts fi^trroiyt rpfh virotrrdaut trtiBd- 



Origen distinguished Substance and Hypostasis as we do. 249 

understandings to person. But why do we detain the reader book n. 
with these disputes* ? There is a passage extant in the Greek *^Yn .'*" 
Commentaries of Origen, edited by Huet himself, which most origen. 
clearly establishes our interpretation of Origen's meaning. In * hjfce am- 
the twelfth tome on John, p. 186 of Huet's edition, Origen *^* "*' 
mentions certain persons (some of the Noetians that is), 
who, from certain passages of Scripture, wrongly understood, [324] 
thought that it was shewn, that® "the Son did not diflfer 
numerically * from the Father, but that being Both one, not « ry ^i^- 
only in substance but also in subject', they were called ^^ *'**' 
Father and Son, in respect of certain diflferent ways of view- personally. 
ing them*, but not in respect of hypostasis*.^' To whom he «^''***' 
makes this reply p : ''We must say to them, first of all, that * iinyofas, 
the Son is other than the Father, and that it is necessary * *«t« ^^ 
that the Son be the Son of a Father, and the Father be 
the Father of a Son.'' Here substance and hypostasis^ * <>v<r^« et 
are clearly distinguished, exactly in the same way as they *^'"*^**' 
are by us at this day; and the view of Origen and other 
catholics is accurately distinguished from that of the Noe- 1 18 
tians. The catholics taught that the Father and the Son are 
indeed one in substance, that is, that they are 6/ioovaioi, (of 
one substance or consubstantial,) but two in hypostasis and 
in subject ; whilst the heretics contended, on the other hand, 
that the Father and the Son are one, not only in substance 
but also in hypostasis, and that they are merely distinguished 
according to our di£Perent notions or conceptions, and called 
at one time in one respect. Father ; and at another time and 
in another respect, Son. Nothing surely is more manifest 
than this. I have treated of the ancient ecclesiastical sig- 
nification of the word xmoaraais, when used of the God- 
head^, at greater length perhaps than was called for by the ' in divinis. 
objection that was put forward; yet the intelligent reader 
will not, I trust, take it amiss, when he considers how 
entirely", not only the mass of theologians, but also men of 'tota via. 
the greatest learning are in error on this point ^. 

^ . . . /i^ Bia^ptitf r^ hpiBfi^ rhw P XtKriov irp6s aitfrohs itpSnov fikv, 

vOiv rov varp^t, &AA* Ik, oh fUvov ovaltj^ . . . trtpoy §tycu rhtf vlhv irapdt rhv ira- 

&AX& Ktd hvoKtifiit^ ruyxdvom-as iLfi- r4pa, ica\ Sri hvdyitii rhy vihy irarpht 

^4povs, Kord rivas iieivoias Bitup6pous, tt^ai vihy, iced rhv vartpa vlov frar^pa.—^ 

ob icari {nr^aratriVt KryttrOai iraripa ica2 [Ibid.] 

wWk.— [torn. X. 21. p. 199.] •> [See ako the notes on the Orige- 



350 Of Origm^s denying that the Son is God over all; 

ON THE 12. There follows another objection of Huet, taken firom 

stantiaI these words of Origen, against Celsus% book viii. : '' But sup- 

LiTY or pQgg it ^Q |jg tjjg csise, that, as may be expected in a numer- 
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P«o«-. ons body of persons who believe and admit of difference of 
opinion, that some firom their precipitancy put forth the 
» rhv [/id- view that our Saviour is the God* who is over all* ; still we 
henAM ^o not say any such thing, who believe Him when He 
wi eebr, gayg, ' The Father, who hath sent Me, is greater than I.* " 
Upon which Huet* makes these observations: ''There were 
some who affirmed that Christ is God over all', and that in 
a true and orthodox sense. Now this statement certainly 
relates to the divine, not to the human nature of Christ. 
Origen, on the contrary, denies that our Saviour is God OTer 
all, which he proves firom this, that He is less than the 
Father, who is God over all. He takes away, therefore, 
from the divine nature of Christ, that supreme Godhead over 
all things, and assigns it to the Father ; and in consequence 
he makes the Son inferior to the Father in a certain kind 
of greatness*, and that as God to God, not as man to Gt)d/* 
But, in the first place, the very learned commentator is (if he 
wiU permit me to say it) in very grave error in supposing that 
it was in a true and orthodox sense, that they against whom 
Origen's strictures are here directed, affirmed, that the Son 
is God over all ; for Origen expressly speaks of a certain few 
among the Christians, who differed in what they alleged fix)m 
the remaining very numerous body of believers, that is to 
say, from the Catholic Church of Christ. Moreover, if you 
read what precedes and follows this passage of Origen, you 
will find that the objections which Celsus there brings against 
the Christians, are taken entirely firom the inventions of the 
heretics. Now who were they, who, in a heterodox sense, and 
departing firom the common consent of Christians, affirmed 
that our Saviour is the God over all Himself? I apprehend 



rtyU 



[326] 



ninna of Huet, in the Benedictine edi- 
tion, ad loc. — B.] 

' HoTct 5/, Titfas &s iv irX^fi irurrcv- 
orrmft not ^^x^M-d^^^ hKupctyiay, Bih riju 
irpoir4rr9ta¥ tworiB^vBcu^ rhv irmrjipa 
ttveu rhp [fi4yi(rroyf ed. Ben.] M wcuri 
Oc<JK* &AX' o0ri 7c ^/ic7f roiovroy, ol 
iru06fi€yoi aitn^ \4yotfrt, 'O Tlar^p, 6 
wdfu^t fi€, fifif^wv fiov iirrL — p. 387. 
[H. p. 752.] 



* [In the Benedictine edition ire 
read rhy fi4yurroy M ircuri BthVf " the 
greatest God over all," from which it 
more plainly appears, what was the 
dogma of the heretics, whom Origen 
censures, and how perverse is the argu- 
ment of Huet — B.] 

* Origenian. ii. p. 34. [Qmest 2. 7. 
p. 121.] 



these words were used by heretics in a wrong sense. 251 

that those heretics are intended^ who in the time of Origen book ii. 
were known hy the name of Noetians^ who taught that the ^^il*^ /j' 
Son is God the Father Himself^ whom the catholics of that origem. 
age used to call^ by way of distinction^^ 6 eirX Tract Oeos, i itoKptn- 
' God over all*/ At any rate Justin, in what is called his ****. 
Second Apology, notices the impious madness of certain Borum 
heretics of that class, known in his day by a different name, S ^^"; . 
in language not dissimilar, in the following passage": "For 
they who assert that the Son is the Father, are convicted both 
of being ignorant of the Father, and of not knowing that 
the Father of all hath a Son, who being also the first-born 
Word of God is also God/^ In these words he not only 
distinguishes the Son from the Father of all, and denies, 
in opposition to the heretics, that He is God the Father 
Himself, but also confesses that the Son, equally with the 
Father, is in very deed God, as being begotten of God 
the Father Himself. Perhaps however, in the passage under 
review, Origen is assaihng the Marcionites and other mon- 
strous forms of heresy', who taught that our Saviour is not ' et alia id 
the Son of that God who framed the world, but is His Lord, ^"'"J^^ 
and superior to Him, and on that ground the God over all. monstra. 
Certainly it is evident that he is treating of them both in 
what precedes and follows. Secondly, what Origen asserts 
in the passage cited, that the Son, even in that He is 
God, (that is, God of God,) is less than the Father, 
(which Huet censures,) is quite cathoUc, and maintained [327] 
even by the fathers who most keenly impugned the Arian 
heresy after the council of Nice, as I shall afterwards 
shew in the fourth book^, where I shall also most clearly 
prove that Origen in his books against Celsus, whilst he 
laid down that God the Father was in respect of causa- 
tion* greater than the Son, still acknowledged the Father *icaT' 
and the Son to be altogether alike and equal in respect of "^ "'' 
nature*. ^ tcarh 

13. In the third place, Huet censures a passage in the fifth ^ *"' 
book of the treatise against Celsus, where Origen writes 
thus^ : " When our Lord and Saviour was once addressed 

* ol yhp rhy vtbv irardpa ipdcKOvr^s itporr6TOKOs Av rov 6f oG, ical Bibs (nedp" 

fTrat, i\4rfxomai fiiyrt t^k waripa itri- ;(€«. — p. 96. [Apol. L 63. p. 81. J 
indfitifoi, fjAfi" 5ti iarXv vt6i ry •warpX * See iv. 2. 6. 

fStv tK»¥ yu^wTKomts' hs ira2 \iyos ' 6 aurijp rifuiy koI kv^ios, iiKovaas 



252 That Christ is the Image of the Goodness of God. 



ON THE with, ' Good Master/ He referred the man who thus spoke, 

J't'xstiV- ^ His Father, saying, ' Why^ callest thou Me good? There 

LiTY ot is none good but One, that is God the Father/ Now if the 

THE BON 

jjrj well-beloved Son of the Father said this with good reason^ as 

zix.16,17.] being the image of the goodness of God, would not the sun 

with much greater reason say to those who worship it. Why 

dost thou worship me? for, thou shalt worship the Liord 

1 19 thy God,^' &c. Upon these words the learned commentator 

observes thus • : " He takes away that goodness which be- 

*con?enit longs* to God the Father, from Christ, not merely so liar 
as He is Man, but even so far as He is the image of the 
goodness of God, that is to say so far as He is God/' As if 
Christ forsooth were not, even as Man, in a peculiar way the 
image of the goodness of God ! But who can believe that 
Origen was so dull of understanding', as not to perceive that 
that text of the Evangelist relates entirely to the economy^ 
of Christ, which He took on Him when He assumed human 
nature. Nay, Origen in the same passage expressly intimates, 
that he introduces Christ speaking thus as an example^, which 
Christ Himself (that is) whilst conversing among men, was 
willing to exhibit to men. But even if we were to allow that 
Origen is there speaking of Christ so far as He is Gt)d, yet 
surely the Son is rightly called the image, the adequate and 
perfect image, I mean, of the Father's goodness ; and yet so 
far as He is the image of the Father, He is not the Father 
Himself, — that is to say, so far as He has His goodness, as 
also the other attributes of the divine nature, and even the 
divine nature itself, by derivation from the Father, as from a 

• ex pater- fountain^, and so possesses Godhead in secundo signo origims 
(in the second degree of origin, as the schoolmen say), the 
first place' might in that way of viewing it be attributed, not 
incorrectly, to the Father. It is, however, very certain, (if 
Origen's meaning and opinions are to be judged of out of his 
treatise against Celsus,) that what Huet gathers from these 
words is altogether alien from the meaning of Origen him- 
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kiyotna rouro iw\ rby iavrov Tlarcpa, 
^(rl, Ti /ic X^cit iya$6f ; obBtU ikya- 
0hs cl fi^ th, 6 Behs 6 UaHip. cfircp 9h 
TOUT* €{t\iywSf &5 tlx^v Tfjs kyoB^lfTOS 

TOV B*OV TVyX^fOiVt ^Xpi\K*V 6 vihs TTJf 

iqfAwifls rod TlaTphSf rrws ov^l cvAoyc^- 



Tfpov &y Tcits wpovKvyowriP^ cTircy IjKios, 
Tl fit irpoaKvvtis ; K^piov yhp Thv Btiv 
aov TpoffKuvfifftts ; k.K. — p. 238. [ii. p. 
585-86.] 

* Origenian. ii. p. 39. [Quaest 2. 
15. p. 126.] 



Catholic sense of the statement. 253 

self^ that Origen^ I mean^ altogether took away from Christ book n. 
that goodness which belongs to God the Father, and sup- ^^^\^^ 
posed, (as Huet himself presently says in the same place,) that "orioenT 
the Son is but ^'a minute portion and a kind of an imperfect 
breath*'* of the Father's goodness. For seeing that in the 
passages which we have quoted above Origen clearly teaches 
that the Son, equally with the Father, is very God, uncreate, 
immortal, unchangeable, impassible, immeasurable, omnipre- 
sent, and every way happy and perfect ; how was it possible 
that he should in the very same work take away from the Son, 
in that He is God, the goodness which belongs to the Father? 
But we have also already heard Adamantius^ (book iii.^ against ^ L e. Ori- 
Celsus) say, that the Son of God is *' the very'' (or most ab- ^*"* 
solute) " Word, and the very Wisdom, and the very Truth." 
Why then should not the Son be called very or most abso- [329] 
lute Goodness, not a minute portion and kind of imperfect 
breath of some higher goodness'? seeing that the same holds ' bomutis 
good* of all the divine attributes. Thus, in book v.c against guperioris. 
Celsus, from which this charge is taken, Origen a second ' ratio par 
time calls the Son, " the very Word, and the very Wisdom, *'*' 
and the very Righteousness." And if any one wishes for a 
lucid commentary on these passages of Origen, let him turn 
to the great Athanasius, in his Oration against the Gentiles^, 
where he thus writes respecting the Son of God : *^ He is the 
Power and Wisdom and Word of the Father; and these 
He is, not in the way of participation, nor do these accrue to 
Him from without^, as in the case of those who partake of ^ H^ew, 
Him, and are made wise through Him, and in Him are en- 
dued with power and reason ; on the contrary. He is very 
Wisdom, very Word, and the very own Power of the Father, 
very Light, very Truth, very Righteousness, very Virtue, and 
also the Impress ^ and the Radiance, and the Image, and*x«>p«n-V. 

[Heb.L8.] 

' [particulazn et auram ^uandam (^ofidyovs 8i' ainovt tea) 9wvrobs Koi Xo- 

imperfecUm. — cf. Hot. Sat iL 2. 76, yiKohs iv oJbr^ yiyofi4povs' dAA* ofrro- 

divinae particulam aura.] ao^ioi, alnoX^os, airo^^afiis i8(a rod 

^ [41. p. 473-4; see above, p. 224.] wwrp6i iffriy, abro^s, abroaX'tiOtta, aih- 

* rhy atnoK^oyf Kcd rifv ainwro^iar, roBiKotoff^rti, atnoaovrii, Kcd fi^y iced 
ffol T^y alno9uccuoir6niK — p. 258. [39. x^p*""^P* '^^ iiraiytiffna, Koi uk^v 
p. 608.] Kci av¥€\6»ri ibpdcrcUf icapwhs vaarrt- 

* ^{nfafAls iffri rov irarfAs, Kcd <ro^la, X«ior rov warpos bvdpx*h Kcd i*^yos 
icol K6yos, oh icar^ fitrox^if ravra tbv, iffrlw vlhs, •lKi»v inrapAxXuteros rov iru- 
ohl\ (^ttdttr 4niyufOfifvct¥ roinw aln^ rp6s, — torn. i. p. 61. [$ 46. vol. i. p. 
Karh rohs aihrov fitr^xorraSf koI (To^i- 46.] 



254 Oriffen's use of the Ulustraiion of the Ray of ike Sum : 

ON THE (in a word) the all-perfect Froit i of the Father ; and He alone 
BTA^NTiA- ^ Son, an undeviating* Image of the Father." 
LiTY or 14. I still press on the track of the most learned Huet, who 

Rfiup HON 

'- having professed that he would lay aside iireleyances' and 

•ir'iOi- ''©^^Tch out the very innermost recesses of the doctrine of 
Xam-pf. Origen, observes % that ''Origen believed that the Scm 

• un^uKt. ^^^^^^^^^ froui the substance of God, even as light firom the 
« manasae. sun, and, therefore, that He is of the same substance as the 

Father, forasmuch as light is of the same substance as the 

• segre- gun - and on the other hand, that he separated^ the Son firom 
gaase. ^^^ substancc and Qodhead of the Father, forasmuch as light 
" efflu- when it has gone forth firom the sun by way of effluence^ 

may be said to be separated and removed firom the sun; 
moreover that the Son is inferior to the Father, forasmuch as 
the sun is more noble than light, and superior in dignity." 
Huet had before concluded, firom Origen's use of the same 
sinule', that " the Trinity was divided by Origen into parts, 
and was distinguished by certain gradations, as it were, of 
essence and Godhead." But this (I would say it with all 
respect for this most distinguished man) is not to '^ search 
out the innermost recesses of Origen's doctrine," so much 
as to peep into and to suspect things of which Origen him- 
self never even dreamed. I admit that Origen, even in his 
books against Celsus, illustrates the generation of the Son 
fi*om thjs Father by the similitude of a ray or brightness 
thrown out firom the sun or other luminous body. But what 
of that? Did not all the catholic fathers, both those who 
wrote before and those who wrote after the council of Nice, 
employ the same simile ? Did not the Nicene fathers them- 
selves, and that ^in their very Creed, say that God the Son 
' nasci was sprung^ of Gt>d the Father, as Light of Light ? Lastly, 
what is to become of the inspired author of the Epistle to the 
120 Hebrews, who was not afiraid to call the Son of God® "the 

• Heb. i. 8. brightness of the Father's glory?'' Certainly two at least 
[331] of the inferences^ which Huet draws firom this comparison 
poris- m^j^ Qj^Q^ QQ Origen, are altogether foreign firom his mean- 
ing. The first is, that the Son is severed and separated firom 
the Father, as a portion of the divine essence firom the 

' Origenian. ii. p. 44. [Qusit 2, ' Ibidem, p. 87. [Quttst. 2. 12. a 
24. p. 132.] 128.] 



mata. 



what is and what is not implied by this illustration. 255 

^hole^ and that consequently the essence of God is cut into book ii. 
parts. But can any one believe that such foolish' blasphemy ^"13^' 14* 
could have entered the mind of Origen, who certainly was qrioen. 
no unlearned man? And how often in his writings has ^ insulsam. 
Adamantius' expressly repudiated that blasphemy! Thus * i.e. Ori- 
(to omit a thousand other passages) how does he, in his^*^ 
fourth book against Celsus^, (in a passage which we have 
before in this chapter adduced entire,) deride the Epicureans 
and Stoics for being unable ''to clear our natural concep- 
tion of God, as a Being every way incorruptible, and simple, 
and uncompounded, and indivisible?^' He immediately 
adds, that the Son of God subsists in the form of God, 
that is, in the divine essence, and is accordingly Himself 
also equally with the Father Himself unchangeable. No- 
thing, however, is more expressly opposed to this imagina- 
tion [of Huet] than the words of Origen, which Pamphilus, 
in his Apology^, quotes from his second book on John, to 
this eflfect; "Therefore the only-begotten God', our Saviour, * unigeni- 
who alone is generated* from the Father, is Son by nature '^l^^ 
not by adoption. He is sprung* of the very mind of the < solus a P. 
Father, as the wiU [is] of* the mnd. For the divine nature, p"^"'^"*- 

. *- •* . natus. 

that is to say [the nature] of the unbegotten Father, is not s ex. 
divisible, that we should suppose the Son was begotten either 
by division or diminution of His substance.'^ See § 19 of 
this chapter, near the end. As to the other inference of 
Huet, that Origen made the Son inferior to the Father, we 
shall hereafter shew most plainly in its proper place, that 
Origen never made the Son unequal to the Father in essence, 
but only in respect of origin, so far, that is, as the Father is [832] 
the author and principle^ of the Son. In short, Origen and 7 pHnci- 
other catholic fathers, when they employed the simile of the P*"™- 
sun and the ray, of light and radiance, intended only to inti- 
mate these points, nor did any thing else enter into their 
mind; 1. That the Father is the fountain of Godhead^, as^virH^r 
the sun is the fountain of the radiance which is sent forth *^'^^^'' 



t p. 169. [14. p. 510. see above Toluntas ex mente. Nod enim divisi- 

p. 226.] bills est divina natura, id est, ingeniti 

^ Unigenitns ergo Dens Salvator Patris, ut putemus vel divisione, vel 

noBter, solus a Patre generatus, natura imrainutione substantise ejus Filium 

et Don adoptione Fuius est Natus esse progenitom. — [cap. 5. p. 34.] 
.est autem ex ipsa Patiis mente, sicut 
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256 Of Origen's statements respecting Prayer to the Father. 

firom it. 2. That the Son is of the same nature and sab- 
stance as the Father; seeing that He is begotten of tlie Tery 
essence of the Father, as light proceeds from light. 3. That 
the Son no way exists divided or separated from His Father; 
just as the ray is not disjoined from the sun, nor radiance 
from light. 4. Lastly, that the Son is sprung^ from, the Fa- 
ther without alteration or diminution of the divine essence. 
And certainly that illustration wonderfully assists tliese con- 
ceptions of our mind, concerning the adorable generation of 
the Son of God ; on which account it was also employed by 
the Nicene fathers in their very Confession of Faith. 

15. There remains the fifth and last accusation whieb 
Huet^ brings against Origen,'*out of his books against Celsus; 
to the eJQPect, that he taught that '^ the Father ought to he 
adored with more humble supplication than the Son.'' That 
this was the genuine opinion of Origen he gathers principaUy 
from two passages out of these books. One is found in the 
fifth book^, where Origen speaks thus: "All supplication 
and prayer, and intercession and thanksgiving ought to be 
offered up unto the God who is over all, through Him who is 
above all angels, the High-Priest, the living Word and God. 
Moreover the Word Himself also we will supplicate, and unto 
Him intercede and give thanks, and pray also, provided we are 
able to understand in the case of prayer, the strict meaning 
of the word, and its metaphorical application.'^ Upon which 
Huet observes, " He enjoins that prayer, in the proper ac- 
ceptation of the word", be offered up to God the Father, but 
to the Son in an improper and metaphorical sense' ; to the 
former, as unto the supreme God, the giver of all good 
things; to the latter, as unto a Mediator, to present our 
prayers imto God.'' You may read the other passage in the 
eighth book "^ ; '* Therefore do we worship the one God, and 
His one Son, and Word, and Image, by supplications and en- 
treaties to the utmost of our power, offering unto the God of 



' Origenian. ii. p. 48. [Quest 2, 
29. p. 186.] 

ir€fAirr4oy r^ M wcurt B§^ 9ih rod M 

Kiyov Kixi B€ov. 9€ria'6/if$a 9h Kal airov 
rov K6yov, ica2 ^inrcvi<{ficOa odrf , ical 



€bxoptffHi<rofiw, Ktii irpo(r€i^6ti€6a Si» 
4iiy BvyAfifOa Kortueoitiy riis wtoi wpotr- 
9vxvf KvpioK€^ias, Kal Karaxfnifft^s- — 
p. 233. [4. p. 580.] 

k 9th rhv tva 6ebv, koX rhv fra w^ 
alnovf Kod X^v, iral tU6wa, reuf icori 
rh Jiuvarhy ^/juv bcfvlais koI di^t^ttri 
a4fioiAtp, irpoffdyoifT€s rf Of^ rmv SXwr 
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4. Con. Carthaginens. 4***™^ can. 5. — Quomodo Preabyteri [a«. 436. 
fyrdinefUur^, ^'Presbyter cum ardinatur, JEpiscopo eum bene^ Barl.MS.] 
dicente, [ef] manum super caput ejus tenente^ etiam omnes 
Presbyteri . . . presentes mantis suas juncld marm Episcopi 

super caput ejus teneant/* 

Where Priests are appointed by that great council to be 
ordained with imposition of hands oiAj, (without either chalice 
or paten mentioned^) as the Church of England observeth, 

5. Salmeron the Jesuit, in S. John xx. 21, upon the words^ [§ 5, is 

*' Receive the Holy Ghost: whose/' &c.— saith% that "m^^^' 
these words there was not only given to the Apostles and fint thesis 
their successors a power to absolve penitents^ but also to Barlow 
preach and to administer the Sacraments :'' and that Christ ^^-l 
^' here by these words made His new Priests of the Gospel^ 
though He designed them to offer the sacrifice before that.'' 
'' Without the Holy Ghost, (who was not given before, be- 
cause Christ was not glorified,) no Sacrament can be cele- 
brated in the Church." 

6. fiellarm. de Bom. Pont., 1. i. c. 12. 5 Dices : — saith^ he, 



ensem, Joan. Andream, Abbatem, et 
alios, affirmare papam verbo solo pres- 
byterum oidinare posse dicendo, ' Esto 
sacerdos;' quodque pluris est, Inno- 
centium omnium canonistarum paren- 
tem uniTerse asserere, nisi fonnulas 
illse recens adinvents obstarent, abunde 
futuram, si ita diceret ordinator : * Esto 
sacerdofl,' aut verbis tantundem yalen- 
tibns uteretur.] 

4 [See Cone. Cartbag. iv. (ann. 
898,) can. iii. — Labbe, torn. ii. col. 
1200.1 

' How priests are to be ordained. The 
priest is ordained by the bishop pro- 
nouncing the benediction over him and 
laying hands upon him, as is now used 
in the Church of England. 

* [Salmeron. Comm. in Evang. 
lib. xL tract. 18 ; ed. Col. Agr. 1604, 
torn. xi. p. 1S5. — Sicut ergo misit Me 
Pater, ut pacem facerem et aanuntia- 
rem, ita Ego mitto vos, ut pacem verbo 
annuntietis, illamque cnm aliis inter- 
medlis sacramentis perficiatis. Ut mi- 
nistros enim Evangelii pacis yos mitto. 
.... Daturqae his Terbis auctoritas 
praedicandi, et pretiosas Christi divi- 
tias dispensandi, hoc est, remissionem 
peecatorum, gratiam, et justitiara .... 
Scd, quia hsec potestas et gratia spi- 
ritualis est, et non potest hominibus 

COSIN. g 



competere, nisi ex dono Spiritus Sancti, 
ideo prius ilHs Spiritum Sanctum largi- 
tur in sensibili signo Spiritus, ipsi con- 
venienti, scilicet inspiratione et insuf- 
flatione, de quft ait textus : ' Et, cum 
haec dixisset, insufflavit.' Dixerat su- 
pra Joannes : ' Nondura erat Spiritus 
datus, quia Jesus nondum erat glori- 
.ficatus.' Ut primum igitur gloriam ex 
resurrectione est consecutus, mox ce- 
pit Spiritum suis sensibUiter imper- 
tiri, copiosius largiturus, cum perfec- 
tam per ascensionem et sessionem ad 
Patris dexteram adeptus est gloriam. 

* Hxc cum dixisset, insufflayit, et 
dixit eis : Accipite Spiritum Sanctum.' 
Ut olim sacerdotes nova ceremonift 
creati sunt, id est, lotione et unctione, 
ut in Exodo habetur, ita Christus in- 
sufflatione, hoc est, communicatione 
Sui Spiritus in flatu significati, ad 
facultatem remittendi peccata sacer- 
dotes noTos promovit, sicut in ccenA 
ad ofierendi sacrificii potestatem jam 
creaverat ac designaverat] 

* [Bellarmini Disputat, ut supr. 
torn. i. col. 661. — Dices, si non sunt 
apostolis datse cla?es hoc loco, sed 
tantum promissfe, quo tandem loco 
sunt datse ? Respondeo datas esse 
Joan. XX. 21. Nam Joan, xx., cum 
Dominus ait apostolis, ' Pax Tobis : si- 
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that '* by these words, ' Receive the Holy Ghost : whose ams/ 
&c., Christ conferred the powers of orders on His Apostles." 
[Under 7. Bishop Andrcwes therefore might well say", as he doth 
thesis in ^ ^^ sermon of the Power of Absolution^ that they who were 
^eBarlow ordained Priests " are not ordained by any other w^ords or 
verse than this, John xx. 21, ' Receive the Holy Ghost/ &c." ; 
which is the form of ordination used by the Church of Eng- 
land, as it was by the old Church of God. 



After this former paper, before any answer was returned 
to it, this second paper following* was sent to P. R, from 
theD. 



Sir, July lltb. 

I shall shew you, that your opinion which you took upon 
you to maintain is no point either of catholic doctrine or of 
catholic practice; and to this end I shall make it deari? 
appear : 
Enlarged 1. That the delivery of the paten and the chalice with this 
papn? *' form of words, ' Take thou authority to oflfer sacrifice for the 
living and the dead,^ is not essential in the ordination of a 
Priest, and that there was no example of it to be found in 
Scripture: and, 

2. That it was not either the command or the custom of 
the ancient Church to use any such form : and, 

3. That the present Roman Church doth not require it as 
simply necessary, but acknowledgeth orders to be valid with- 
out it. 

1. In the Ritual or Sacramental of S. Gregory y, who was 
Bishop of Rome above a thousand years since, and who set 
forth that book as well to shew what had been the orders 



[Marg. 
note in 
MS.] 



cut mint Me Pater, et Ego mitto vos ;' 
turn eis potestatem text claTem juris- 
dietionis attribuit : fecit enim hit Ter- 
bis eo8 quad legatos, et nomine Suo 
gubematores Ecclesis; verbis autem 
•equentibuSi ' Accipite Spiritum Sanc- 
tum : quorum remiseritis peccata,' &o., 
dedit eisdem potestatem ordinis, nt su* 
pra diximus.] 

■ [See Serm. in S. Joh. zx. 22. — 
Lancel. Andr. XCVI. Sermons, ed. fol. 
Load. 1641, p. 6S7. — By these words 



they are given, .... were to them, and 
are to us, .... by these and no othei 
words.] 

s [This paper appears to have been 
sent, however, not in its present shape, 
but as altered by Bishop Cosin upoo 
the receipt of F. P.'s first letter. See 
the enlarged paper, which presently 
follows.] 

' [See Libr. Sacramentorum ; ap. S. 
Greg, op., ed. Ben. Par. 1705, tom-iii. 
coL 1, et seq.] 
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and form of ordination (among other things) in the Roman 
Cliureh before his time, as to deliver a pattern and prece- 
dent for that purpose to posterity^ there is no mention at all 
of any such ceremony or form of words in the manner of 
ordaining a Priest. 

2. Nor is there any such form in the manuscript Pon- 
tificals^ or Sacramentals^ of the Church of Bheims, written 
above eight hundred years since, nor in the book of Bodradus 
of the monastery of S. Peter's of Corby, written about the 
same time, nor in the old manuscript of S. Eligius there, 
written before that of Bodradus, and before the time of the 
emperor Charlemaine, nor in the book of the abbot BatolduB 
there, which was written above seven hundred years ago, nor 
in the ancient manuscript Pontifical of England, which is 
kept and at this day to be seen in the library of Notre Dame 
church at Bouen. All which is averred and certified by 
Menardus ' the Benedictine (who took the pains to look and 
search into them all) in his notes upon S. Gregory's Sacra- 
mentary. 

[3.] Nor is any such direction given in the fourth council 
of Carthage % where all things that be material and requisite 
to ordination are particularly set down. 

[4.] S. Gregory saith directly, that by these words, ** Be- 
ceive the Holy Ghost,'' &c., Christ ordained His apostles. 

[5.] Nor did any of the ancient writers in the books of ec- 
clesiastical offices ever make mention of any other words but 



* [See HugoniB Menardi Obserfa- 
tiones in Libr. Sacramentorum, not 
757. — S. Gregorii op., torn. iiL coL 
604. — Tandem in Pondficali Romano 
sequitiir traditio patena cum hostii bu- 
perpositil, et calicis cum Tino et aqufl, 
sub hAc yerborum formft : ' Accipe po- 
testatem offerre sacrificium Deo, tarn 
pro vivis quam pro defunctis, in no- 
mine Domini.' In Ordinibus MSS. 
•ancti Oermani a Pratis, et Tiliano, et 
in Ordine Romano, extat ejusmodi in- 
stromentorum traditio cum suA formi, 
qus tamen ibi pluraliter efleitur : * Ac- 
cipite potestatem/ &c. ; nee in eis ulla 
fit aque mentio. Sed haec traditio cum 
■uft form& deest in Sacramentariis ez- 
Gusis, ut in codicibus MSS. Remensi, 
Rodradi, sancti Eligii, et Ratoldi, atque 
etiam in Pontificali MS. quod putatur 



Anglieanum.] 
* [Ibid. — Nonhabetur etiam in con- 
cilio Cardiag. IV. totiea citato, nee in 
ooncilio Toletano IV. can. 27 ; neque 
uUi antiquipatres mentionem aliquando 
fecerunt : non aanctus Isidorus, non 
Amalarius, non Rabanus, non Consti- 
tutiones Apostolica, lib. viii. cap. 16, 
et seqq., non omnium antiquiasinius 
Dionysius Magnus, qui de Sacris Or- 
dinibus dediti operA et ex professo 
tractavere ; nibilque simile in Sacris 
Scripturis repereris: neque Cbristus 
in supremA illft caenA, apostolos iusti- 
tuens sacerdotes, illis ejusmodi por- 
rexit instnimenta; nee turn tradidit 
eis panem et vinum, sed Corpus Suum 
et Sanguinem sub speciebus panis et 
vini.] 



82 



260 



CONCERNING THE ORDINATION OF PRIESTS 



tKese, or of any such custom as the Roman Church now 
useth : not S. Isidore, not Amalarius, not Babanus, not 
Dionysius, nor Clemens Romanus himself, who all -wrote 
professedly and of purpose to set forth the rites and forms 
of the Church in conferring of holy orders. 

[6.] Nor is there to this effect any thing in Scripture, — 
not at the institution of the blessed Sacrament in Christ^s last 
Supper ; where the doctors of the Roman Church will not 
say that He gave His apostles any bread and wine unoonse- 
crate, as they now give their Priests at an ordination, nor 
that He said, " Take you authority to offer sacrifice for the 
quick and the dead,'' but ^^Do this in remembrance of 
Me/' which was spoken to these not as apostles only, but 
for all communicants besides, as is clear by S. Paul, 1 Cor. xi. 

7. Hereunto may be added the custom of the Oriental** or 
Greek Church in all ages heretofore, and at this present time 
besides j where at the ordaining of their Priests, the Bishop 
useth no such form of delivering the paten and the chalice, 
or of saying any such words as be now annexed to that cere- 
mony in the Church of Rome. Their manner of their ordina- 
tion is to be seen in their Euchologion, which is every where 
extant. Nor did the Church of Rome for all this ever ac- 
count or say, that their ordination was invalid ; but at this 
day it permits the Greek Priests to say mass among them, 
and the Romans are not shy to be present at it, both at home 
and abroad, and to hear them, which they would never do if 
they held not the Greek Priests to be truly ordained, not- 
withstanding they had neither paten nor chalice given them 
with bread and wine into their hands, nor the words of offer- 
ing sacrifice for the quick and the dead spoken to them when 
they were made Priests. 

Again, in or rather after the council of Florence^ (where 



^ [Ibid. — Hia consentit Ecclesia 
Orientalis, seu Oraeca, quae ejusinodi 
instrumentonira traditione in presby- 
terorum ordinatione non utitur, ut pa- 
lam est ex eorum Eucbologio, quod 
infra sumos producturi: nee tamen 
Ecclesia Romana unquam eonim or- 
dinationem improbavit, quiB permittit 
ut apud nos Grseci presbyteri missas 
faciant, nobis eas audientibus, quemad- 
modum etiam in eorum regione faci- 
muB, illis celebrantibus: quod esset 



intolerabilis idolatriai si non essent 
vere ordinati. 

* [Ibid. — Neque in concilio Flo- 
rentine, in quo Gr«eci cum Ecclesii 
Romanft sunt reconciliati, unquam de 
eorum ordinationibus dubitatum est; 
neque in unione Armenorum, cum 
ipsis Armenis Eugenius IV. tradidit 
ritum Ecclesiae RomansB in ordina- 
tionibus observandum, pristinas eorum 
ordinationes irritavit.] 
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this rite was first brought into the canon by the Pope and 
enjoined to be used in the Roman ChurchJ it was not decreed 
to be an essential part of ordination, or that no priesthood was 
good and valid without it, but only added by the Pope as an ac- 
cessory and necessary ceremony by his canon and injunction, 
which he thought fit (as some particular Bishops had done 
before) to be used in the giving of orders : for otherwise, had 
he held it to be essential and necessary of itself, he would 
never have been content to be reconciled to the Greeks, (as 
then they were for a while,) nor have admitted their Priests 
into the communion of the Roman Church, before they had 
been ordained anew and made true Priests, which those of 
the Roman party never required at their hands^ nor so much 
as ever doubted of their ordination. 

8. Therefore Pope Eugenius the Fourth, when he made an 
union with the Armenians, and gave them the form of ordi- 
nation^ used in the Church of Rome, to be observed among 
them, — he did not withal tell them to pronounce that their 
former ordinations were void for want of this new ceremony 
and form of words. 

9. Nor did Pope Clement the Eighth, when he received 
the Bishops, Priests, and Deacons of Russia® into union and 
favour with the Roman Church, think it requisite that they 
should be re-ordained for want of the same ceremony and 
form of words in the first ordination which they had accord- 
ing to the manner of the Greeks ; as without doubt he must 
and would have done, if he had for that cause thought their 
orders to be invalid and void. 

10. After all this the council of Trent itself, which made 



^ Petr. Arcudius de Sacr. 1. 6. [See 
Menandr. not. ad S. Greg. Sacraixi., 
ubi supr. col. 506. — Non eat quod quit 
opponat bullam £i]genii lY., in quft 
videtur materiam Diaconatos et Pres- 
byteratuB in traditione instrumentorum 
const ituere, aiquidem explicanda eat de 
materiA acceasorift, vel de integrante, 
ut aliia placet. Nonnulli dicunt roa- 
teriaa fuiaae dilatatas. Si vero Ponti- 
fex nuUam fecit mentionem impoai- 
tionia manuum, id factum eat, quia 
jam erat in uau apud Armenoa, quibua 
peculiarem Eccleaia Romanae ritum 
tradere volebat. Plura vide apud Pe- 
trum Arcudiumi lib. vi. de aacramento 



ordinia, cujua opua Romae approbatum 
eat auctoritate Pauli V. Pontificia Max- 
imL — Conf. Pet Arcud., lib. vL de Sa- 
cram. Ord. cap. 5. — Lib. de ConcordiA 
Eccleaiae occidentalis et orientalia in 
aeptem aacramentoniro adminiatraUone; 
ed. Lut Par. 1626, p. 442, et aeq.] 

« Ibid.~Neque ClemenaYIII. Rua- 
Borum episcopoa, preabyteroa, et Dia- 
conoa, qui ritum Oraecorum aervabant 
etiam in auia ordinationibua, cum eoa 
in gratiam Eccleaiae RomaniB recepit, 
iterum ordinari cenauit Itaque di- 
cendum eat materiam eaaentialem Dia- 
conatua, Preabyteratus, et Epiacopa- 
tua, in manua impoaitione aitam eaae.] 
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many canons about the order of priesthood, made no cancm at 
all abont this particular ceremony, nor defined it to be neo^ 
sary, nor declared any ordination to be invalid without it. 

11. And clear it is by that council of Trent', that Priests be 
then ordained, when the Bishop imposeth hands upon them^ 
saying, " Receive the Holy Ghost,'' &X5., and not when the paten 
and chalice are given them with the words of sacrificing for 
the quick and the dead, — a thing which the council doth not 
so much as mention, as certainly they would have done, if 
they had thought it essential, as Card. Bellarminev confesseth 
in his first book de Sacram. Ordin. c. ix. 

12. But if Priests be ordained and made Priests when the 
Bishop saith to them, " Receive the Holy Ohost,'' &c.^ and im- 
poseth hands upon them, as is rightly declared in the oonncil 
of Trent, (ttbi supra, and sess. jdii.*^ c. 8,) then must it of 
necessity follow, that, if they were made Priests before, (by the 
delivery of the paten with the unconsecrated host, and the 
chalice with wine also unconsecrated into their hands, and by 
the words of giving them power to sacrifice,) they are twice 
ordained. For in the present Roman Pontifical the Bishop, 
after he hath given them the paten and chalice, &c., layeth 
hands upon every one of their heads, and saith unto them, 
*' Receive the Holy Ohost : whose sins thou dost remit," &c- 
Therefore, either are they not ordained by the first ceremony, 
or else there is a re-ordination by the second ; and re-ordina- 
tion was never yet admitted or approved by the Church, but 
utterly condemned in it. 

13. We may hereunto add the judgment of many learned 
writers and doctors of the Roman Church ; as of Pope Inno- 



' Sens, xxiii. can. 4. [Labbe, torn. 
xiT. col. 864. — Si quis dixerit, per sa- 
cram ordinationem non dari Spiritum 
Sanctum, ac proinde frustra episcopos 
dicere, ' Accipe Spiritiun Sanctum ;' aut 
per earn non imprimi characterem ; Bed 
cum, qui sacerdos semel fuit, laicum 
rursus fieri posae : anathema sit] 

> [Bellarm. de Sacram. Ord., lib. L 
cap. 9. } Ipsum. — Op. torn. iii. col. 1676. 
— Ipsum etiam Tridentimim concilium, 
(quod est observandum propter eos qui 
post concilium celebratum aliter sen- 
tiunt,) sess. xiv. cap. 8. De extremA 
unctione, dicit, ' Ministrum extremis 
unctionia esse episcopum, aut presby- 



temm rite ordinatum per manus impo- 
sitioiiem ;' et, sess. xxiii can. 4. De sa- 
cram, ordinis, habet hsec verba: 'Si 
quis dixerit, . . . (utsupr. not £) ana- 
thema sit' Ubi conciliom dedarat 
tunc ordinari presbyteroe, et tunc dari 
illis gratiam Spiritus Sancti, cum eis 
dicitur, ' Accipite Spiritum Sanctum.' 
At, cum hoc dicttnr, manus imponun- 
tur, ut patet ex Pontificali, et Ecclesia? 
consuetudine: ergo sentiebatconciiium, 
illam impositionem manus ease de es- 
sentiA. 

^ [See Sess. xiv. cap. 8. de ExtremI 
Unctione, as cited by Bellarmine, ropr. 
not g. — Labbe, torn. xiv. ooL 822.] 
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cent the Thirds Card. Hostiensis^ Johannes Andreas^ and 
Panormitan the famous Abbot; who knew well what they 
said, and have all declared*^ that this new ceremony of the 
paten and chalice is not of the substance or essence of 
ordination, and consequently that the order of priesthood 
is good and valid without it. 

14. Of the same mind is Maldonate the Jesuit, the learned 
and public Professor of Divinity in the University of Paris, 
who^, in his book of the Sacraments, (p. 229,) saith, that ^Mn 
the ancient Church there was never any mention made of 
this tradition of the host and chalice ;'' that it is '* not a matter 
of Catholic faith, nor expedient so to be taught ;'' that it is 
'' not to be found in Scripture *" that the words of Christ to 
His apostles at His last Supper are *^ not words of ordination, 
but of communion/' and that ''both the power over the 
mystical and the true Body of Christ is given rather by these 
words, 'Whose sins thou dost remit,' &c.,'' than by the deliver- 
ing the host and the chalice, when a Priest is ordained; 
"because we read, that in the ancient Church both these 
powers were given only by imposition of hands :'' as appears 

* [See Petr. Suav., Hist. Cone. Trid., balicis et hostiae sit materia hujui 
lib. vii. art. 6, ed. August Trin. 1620, aacrainenti, non est fides Catholica, 
p. 481 ; and Nicol. de Tudeschis, Ar- neque expedit ut pro fide doceatur, 
ehiep. Panorm., Comra. in Decretal., antequam Ecclesia declaret contra- 
lib, de Sacram. non iterand., cap. 8. num. Hsec propositio probatur : 

Presbyter ; ed. Lugd. 1586, torn. L par. Primum, &c 

ii. foL 51. — Conf. p. 256. supr., not. (p. 280.) Quinta propositio est: 

m.] Posito banc ceremoniam esse necessa- 

J [See Joan. Maldonat, lib. de Or- nam et vere materiam, non est cer- 

dine, quaest iii. art De materiA et for- tum, sed tantum probabile, Cbristum 

niAbujussacramenti; ap. Disputat de in Ccenft, quando porrexit Corpus et 

Septem Sacramentis, (ed. 4to. Lugd. Sanguinem Suum discipulis, banc ce- 

1614.) torn. ii. p. 229. — In ScripturA, remoniam usurpasse. Quod non sit 

ubicunque fit mentio de ordinatione, certum, perspicuum est ex illis verbis, 

declaratur per iinpositionem manuum. " Accipite et manducate, et accipite et 

Et videtur mibi esse temerarium Scrip- bibite;" quae non sunt verba ordina- 

tnram deserere, et consectari cbymeras, tionis, sed communionis 

id est, rationales naturales. * (p. 231.) Solent disputare scbolas- 

Veterem Ecclesiam nunquam ordi- tici, an potestas utraque detur simul 

nasse sine impositione manuum, ex per unam ceremoniam : — an vero illic 

omnibus auctoribus antiquis perspi- eui impositts sint manus, pronuntiatis 

cuum est De tradition e autem caii- illis verbis, " Quorum remiseris pec- 

cifl et bostiae, nulla est mentio apud cata," &c., sed non sit tradita materia, 

illos tantum possit administrare sacramen- 

Videtur nimis durum esse, ceremo- tum poenitentiae, sed non Eucbaristis. 

Biam quam nobis perspicue tradunt Respondeo, videri mibi probabilius 

apostoli excludere a naturft sacramenti, dari simul utramque potestatem : quia 

et inducere illam de quA nulla mentio in antiquA EcclesiA utramque datam 

fit in Scriptura. legimus per impositionem manuum.] 

Tertia propositio est, quod traditio 
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out of S. Austin de Bapt. contr. Donat. c. l^ and contra £pist, 
Parmen., 1. ii. c. 13«; S. Ambrose de dign. Sacerd. c. 5**, and 
in 1 Tim. c. 4* : Cone. Nic. I. c. ix.'; Antioch. c. 10«; Car- 
thag. VI. c. 4 and 9**; Ancyr. c. 10*; and Innocent. I., 
Epist. 22 ad Episc. Maced. [§] 5^. 

15. To him agreeth the grave and learned Bishop Marianas 
Victorius* in his commentary upon the Epistle of Epiphonius, 
which he set forth together with those of S. Hierome, afllnn- 
ing that " ordination was given by prayer and imposition of 
handa^ as it was now also the use of the Church /' and he 
wrote not long ago. 

16. And the Divines of the University of Paris" have of 
late publicly defended as much, and set it forth for Catholic 
doctrine to the world ; as in their Thes. 7® Junii 1638, out of 
Sirmondus, Antirrhetic. c. 8. ' That imposition of hands \s 
sufficient for the validity of ordination;* 19. Jan. 1639. ^ That, 
in the ordaining of ministers^ imposition of hands is the 
essential rite, and that all other ceremonies [are] only for a 
fttlleror greater solemnity/ 21. Jan. 1639. 'That imposi- 
tion of hands in ordination is essential, and that the giving 
of books or vessels is but accessory.' 

To these Menardus (who urgeth them) addeth his own" 



^ [See lib. L cap. i. § 2. — S. Aug. 
op., ed. Ben. Par. 1694, torn. ix. col. 
80.] 

« [See \ 28.— Ibid., coL 44.] 

* [See § ult— Op., ed. Ben. Par. 
1690, torn. ii. Append, col. 36$.] 

• [At V. 14.— Ibid., col. 298.J 
' [Labbe, torn. iL coL 3S.] 

• [Ibid., col. 666.] 

^ [Scil. Nicani Concilii capit 4, et 
9, in sexto apud Carthaginem concilio 
relect — Ibid, ubi supr. col. 1595, 
1596.] 

i [Labbe, torn. i. col. I460.—Com- 
pare the version of Isid. Mercator, col. 
1473.] 

* [See Concilia Regia, ed. Par. 1644, 
torn. iy. p. 46.— See also §§ 3, 4. p. 45.] 

' [Menardus, super S. Greg. Sacram., 
ubi supr. col. 505, says : Multos alios 
prstermitto brevitatis causfi. Non ta- 
men multus et nimius ero, si auctori- 
tatem recentioris scriptoris viri gravis- 
sinii et doctissimi Mariani Victorii, 
episcopi Amerini, protulero, qui ad 
epistolam sancti Epiphanii, quae extat 
inter epistolas sancti Hieronymi, torn, 
ii., sic ait : " Ordinatio antem fiebat 



cum oratione, et manus impositione, 
quemadmodum nunc Ecclesia udtur."] 

™ [See Menard., ubi supr. — His ac- 
cedit auctoritas Facultatis Theologice 
Pansieusis, . . . . in cujus Thesibus. 
publicis liAc doctrina vulgo defendi- 
tur; ut in qnidam Thesi, 7 Junii, 
anno 1633, quam profert R. ac Doc- 
tissimus P;iter Jacobus SirmonduBr 
cap. viii. Anterrhetici, cui inditum est: 
" Quibus ordinibus ira-positio est ma- 
nuum, his solam sufficere ad valorem 
firmitatemque sacramenti.*' In thesi- 
bus Jacob! de Mont-rouge, .... die 19 
Januarii, anno 1639, .... in octavi 
positione haec habentur : ' ' In ordina- 
tione ministrorum reperitur symboluni^ 
seu ritus externus, scilicet manus im- 
position quae in episcopis, presbyteris, 
et diaconis, ut essentialis, designatur: 
caetera ad integritatem materise dun- 
taxat spectant" In theaibus Renati 
Robeville, .... 21 Junii, eodem anno^ 
.... in viii. positione hsc videre licet : 
" Impositio manuum essentialis ma- 
teria, librorum aut vasorum poRectio 
accessoria;*' &c.] 

■■ [Ibid. — Hie igitur vides ordina- 
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sentence and conclusion^ that ^^ the tradition of the paten and 
the chalice^ &c.^ in the ordaining of Priests, is not material ;'' 
alleging these reasons ensuing for it^ besides many of the 
former : 1. " That if any such ceremony or form were essen- 
tial^ it is a thing not to be imagined^ that the old councils 
and fathers would have omitted it in those passages which 
they wrote of purpose about the conferring of holy orders :'* 
2. ''That the council of Carthage, though it made no Ponti- 
fical, yet it omitted nothing which essentially belonged to the 
ordaining of a Priest, no more than it did any thing which 
appertained to the lower orders ; and that it might have as 
easily made mention of the paten and chalice, &c., (if they 
had been held requisite,) in giving of higher, as it did in 
giving of lower orders :'^ 3. " That the fifth canon of that 
council, concerning the ordaining of a sub-deacon, makes the 
case clear, where the empty paten and chalice are appointed 
to be given him, because he hath no imposition of hands : 
which implieth that, if imposition of hands had been given 
him, (as in the orders of Bishops, Priests, and Deacons, it is,) 



tionem ad maniium iinpositionem im- 
pleri, et ad eamdem Spiritus Sancti 
gratiam conferri: ac proinde efficitor 
manuum impositionem non esse ordi- 
iiattoni accidentariam, sed esse solam 
disposi tionem ad gratiam, ut quidam 
volunt Prseterea non est credibile, 
concilia et patres tantum de his qus 
sunt ordinationi contingentia locutos 
fuisse, de his vero quae sunt illi essen- 
tialia tacuisse, prsesertim concilium 
Carthaginense IV., quod enucleatius 
omnia, quae ad ordinum materiem 
spectant, describit. 

Nee valet id, quod quidam respon- 
dent, concilium non omnia posuisse, 
quia librum pontificalem non scribe- 
bat Nam, etsi concilium librum Pon- 
tificalem non scriberet, non erat tamen 
adeo difficile ac ttediosum traditionem 
instrumentorum in trium illorum ordi- 
num hierarchicorum explanation e- an- 
notare; cum id un4 aut alterft iineft 
fieri potuisset, ut in inferioribus ordi- 
nibus factum fuerat Praeterea libri 
Sacramentorum, a nobis producti, erant 
libri Pontificales, qui bus utebantnrPon- 
tifices in ordinum collatione : ergo in 
illis omnes essentiales materiae assig- 
nantur: at nihil aliud continent, quam 
concilium Carthaginense IV. Igitur 
in ipso concilio omnes ordinum ma- 



teriae essentiales continentur. Cum 
autem concilium in hftc parte mire 
conveniat cum Sacrft ScriptuiA, aliis 
antiquis conciliis, patribus, ac libris 
sacramentorum, necessario concluditur 
illud, quoad materiae essentialis assig- 
nationem, in tribus illis ordinibus nihil 
pr8etermisi8.se. Deinde, si concilium 
materias essentiales inferiornm ordi- 
num tam diligenter assignavit, cur 
idem in aliis ordinibus, quae sunt gravi- 
oris ponderis et momenti, non praesti- 
terit ? Si dicas ideo praetermissas fu- 
isse, quia vulgares et notae sunt, idem 
etiam de materiis inferiorum ordinum, 
quae sunt aeque vulgares ac notae, di- 
cendum erit. 

Tandem haec doctrina manifeste col- 
ligitur ex eodem concilio, can. 5 ; ubi 
agens de ordinatione subdiaconi sio 
ait : " Subdiaconus cum ordinatur, 
quia roanus impositionem non accipit, 
patenam de manu episcopi accipiat va- 
cuam, et calicem vacuam," &c. Si 
igitur traduntur instrumenta subdia- 
cono, quia non ei manus imponuntur, 
recte sequitur, tribus illis superioribua 
ordinibus non esse necessarian! instru- 
mentorum traditionem, quia manus iilia 
imponuntur ; ao proinde nihil de ma- 
terift illis essentiali a concilio fuisse 
praetermissum.] 
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the delivery of the paten and chalice might have been spared, 
(as in those three orders also it was at that time :)'' 4. ^' And 
that the old Sacramentals (afore mentioned) were the Ponti- 
ficals of those ages wherein they were written, and the forms 
which the Bishops then used in giving of orders, which can- 
not be supposed to want any of the essentials requisite there- 
unto : and, in them there being no such ceremony as the de- 
livery of the paten and chalice, &c., to the priest, it must 
needs foUow that no such thing was requisite or material to 
that order/' 

There be no writers before the schoolmen, that thought 
otherwise, or so much as made any question about it. And 
those among them who are for the new opinion so generally 
conclude with a Videtur probabile, that it seems but probable 
at the best; and therefore there is no necessity to hold it. 
The rest are altogether 

The rest of this is not yet found ^ ; and that which is written 
thus far is not in the Bishop^s own hand, but the copy is very fair. 
— [Note in Dr. Smith's copy.] 



[copy op the second letter, as rewritten on the receipt of f. p.'b 

REPLY TO the FIRST LETTER, AND SO SENT TO HIM.] 

Salutem in Christo. 
Sir, 

I am told in a letter, which you wrote lately to a lady here 
at court, that we are to expect somewhat from you by the 
next post, which you intend to return as an answer to the 
paper you received from her at Paris. When that answer 
comes, we shall see, what it is that hath put your fatherhood 
into this fit of admiration, et quid dignum tanto — that you 
should ^' admire the man did let such a paper go out of his 
hands, wherein he hath not shewed either the sufficiency or 
the honesty which you conceived to be in him.'' If it be 
such kind of language, (which, by your good favour, sir, was 
but somewhat unseemly,) that we are to expect from you 
hereafter, I am to tell you beforehand, that it will neither 

° [The concluaion of the letter which Gosin sent it to the Prior, will supply 
next followR, and which is the same what is here wanting. ] 
letter in the extended form in which 
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satisfy the lady^ nor any body else here among us^ who shall 
chance to read what yon intend to write to us ; nnless we be 
satisfied that you want good matter wherewith to maintain 
your new opinion, when you fly out into such bad terms (as 
these be) against them that oppose it ; and withal forget that 
civility and urbanity of language^ to which you pretended^ 
when you were here amongst us. In the meanwhile I as- 
sure myself, that the paper which was given you (and writ- 
ten at your own desire) will be able to defend itself both 
for sufficiency and honesty, notwithstanding any thing that 
you have to say against it. 

It was a paper (if you remember yourself well) written for • 
your own satisfaction, when, discoursing upon the matter 
and form of ordination used in the Church of England, 
(which you affirmed to want both matter and form, that is, 
your paten and chalice, cum md formd verborum, ^ Accipe 
potestatem aacrificandi pro vims et mortuis/) you denied, that 
by imposition of the Bishop's hands, and by virtue of these 
words of our Saviour thereunto annexed, " Receive the Holy 
Ghost : whose sins thou dost remit, they are remitted," &c. 
holy orders were conferred ; and therefore desired to have it 
shewed you in writing, that any of the ancient fathers were 
of another mind. 

To this purpose, therefore, was that paper* drawn up for i [Le. the 
you, and as largely as the shortness of the time then allowed fi"*!®^^^""-! 
by your haste to go out of town would permit : wherein there 
were divers testimonies alleged, to let you see that both 
fathers and others were of our mind, and that Christ gave 
His Apostles the power of holy orders by the words that we s. Joim 
use in our Church. "' ^^ 

Which P words (I shall be bold to tell you once again) had 
not your pontifical retained in making your Priests, it might 
well have been doubted, (for all your ' Accipe potestatem sacru 
ficandi pro vivis et mortuis') whether you had any Priests at 
all among you, or no. But these words (as I said) have 
been retained in your Church as the only operative and 
essential words for the conferring of Priesthood; and so are 
your orders saved to you. 

P [Compare Bishop Andrewes' Sermon on S. Joh. zx. 22 ; supr. citat. 
p. 254. not ad lit d.] 
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I had thought now we should not have had any further 
dispute about this matter. But, seeing you mean to make a 
business of it, and that the former paper hath not given you 
such satisfaction as you expected, — en tibi discursum alterum et 
magis copiosum, magis nervosum, to let you see, that we have 
both '' sufficiency^' and " honesty^' enough to prove what is 
said for the defence of our Church in this particular, and to 
try what both your sufficiency and honesty hath to say 
against it. 

I shall therefore shew you, that the opinion which you 
took upon you to maintain is no point either of Catholic 
doctrine, or of Catholic practice; and to this end I shall 
make it clearly appear : 

1. That the tradition of the paten and the chalice, cum sua 
forma verborumy (' Take thou authority to offer sacrifice for the 
quick and the dead,') is not necessary, or essentially required, 
to the ordaining of a Priest, as you pretend it is : 

2. That there is no such example, command, or custom, to 
be foimd either in the Holy Scripture, or in the ancient use 
of the Church, as you imagine there is : 

3. That the Church of Rome itself, even since it added 
that ceremony to their pontifical, doth not exact it as be- 
longing to the substance of ordination, but acknowledgeth 
the order of Priesthood to be good and valid without it, 
which you do not : 

4. And therefore, that the form used in the Church of 
England is not defective in any thing which doth truly, sub- 
stantially, and essentially belong to the conferring of that 
sacred order, as you say it is. 

Of all which [referendo singula singulis) I shall render you 
this account. 

1. And, if you please, we will begin with the Scripture : 
wherein you shall not be able to find any thing for your pur- 
S. Luke pose. Not in CoRna Domini. 1. Neither for your matter of the 
2o!^ ' paten and the chalice, which (if ever you come to be a Bishop) 
you must give to the Priests that you are to make, without 
any consecrated** host or wine in them at aU, I trow Christ 
did not so. 2. Nor for your form of words, ^ Accipe potes^ 
totem sacrificandi/ &c. For Christ^s ' Hocfacite/ &c., will not 

<i Pontif. Rom. [See edit. Clem. VIII., Romae, 1595, p. 67.] 
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reach so far, as that every one, who is hereby required to do 
this in remembrance of Him, should be thereby presently 
made a* Priest. It is plain that the words were spoken by »[" aacri- 
our Saviour to His Apostles as they represented the whole MslBarTl 
Church (and not the Clergy only) that were afterwards 
to commimicate ' of His Blessed Sacrament, and that they • [" Cooc. 
relate ad totum complexum, to ' Accwite, edite, et * Bibite ex hoc T.!!^'"?"* 
omnes :' all which I trust are not for Priests alone to do, —MS. 
(unless you wiU take away the host also from other commu- ^"^^ 
nicants, as you have done the chalice' :) repeated therefore 
by S. Paul, and applied to all them that were at Corinth, i Cor. xi 
people and all', that, as often as they came together to cele- ^ ' 
brate the Lord's Supper, they should do it in commemoration 
of Him, or shew forth the Lord's death till He come. Which 
made the Jesuit Maldonate, and your own monk of 8. Benefs 
order, Menardus, ingenuously* to confess, that these words of 
Christ to His Apostles at His last Supper were not words of 
ordination, but of communion', and that He delivered no '["when 
host or chalice unconsecrate (as you do) in a ceremony, but .^HoTfti'- 
His Body and Blood in a Sacrament. cite.'"— 

Then in the Apostles' times, and in their manner of giving ' *' *'' 
of Holy Orders, you shall be able to find as little for you. i Tim. iv. 
Imposition of hands ", (to which, as the Cathohc Church in all '*• 
ages hath taught us, the words now in use with us and you 
both, in the performance of that act, were always annexed,) 
they both used and required. But of your paten and chalice 
cumformd annexd, to offer sacrifice for quick and dead, there 
is not a word to be seen in all their writings or examples. 
And yet you say that no man can be made a Priest with- 
out them. 

2. Next go we to the fathers. And, because they be not now 
all at hand, I trust you will take it upon Cardinal Bellarmine's ' 



> Cone. Const tesa. xiiL [Labbe, 
torn. xiL col. 100.] 

* Cone. Trid. sesB. xiii. cap. 2. [Labbe, 
torn. xiy. eoL 805.] In Illius sump- 
tione eolere noa ani memoriam praece- 
pit (Chriataa, &e.) . . . ut id ipaum 
omnea dieeremua, &e. — lb. x. 26. [?]. 

^ [" More ingenuously than you 
would do at our conference." — Barl. 
MS.] 

° Estins in loconii [sciL 1 TinL ir. 



14. — Comment in Epist^ed. Par. 1658, 
p. 797.— Notandum eat, in hujusmodi 
scriptnria a parte totum aignificari. 
Non enim solum manua imponebantur 
ordinando, yerum etiam verba myatica 
proferebantur: (which fferba mystica 
were ever held to be ' Aecipe Spiritum 
Sanctum,* &c.)] 

> De R. P., 1. i. c. 12. f Hia igitut. 
[Op., touL L coL 668.] 
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credit (as I said) for once^ that, notwithstanidijig his own 

private opinioiL was, ^' Apastolos nonfactos sacerdotes nisi in tUi. 

Ccend" yet the common exposition of the fathers ^^ S. Hilary^ 

S. Jerome^ S. Austin^ Anselm, and others, understood the 

^ [" Ch. power of order to be promised in S. Matthew', and to be 

—MS. given in S. John* (after Christ was risen) by those very words, 

BarL] which we and you likewise use in our ordination of a Priest. 

xL 21 "— ^^^ ^®* "^® ^^* ^® ^^^ ^^^ ^^ fathers have understood the 
MS.BarL] words of making Bishops only, or that Bellarmine ' so under- 
stood them : for the practice of the Universal Church and 
your own Eoman pontifical is against it, where you use those 
words at the ordination of your Priests. And, when you do 
so, I do not think your ordainer (or your Church rather by 
this office) intends to make them all Bishops, or to give them 
a power of conferring orders upon others : (this would make 
pretty well for the Presbyterian practice, with whom every 
Priest is as good as a Bishop :) but only to exercise that 
power of order, which by those words is given and conferred 
upon themselves, the order of Priesthood. 

But, besides these fathers, S. Cyril of Alexandria^ is plain, 
that our Lord did then ordain His Apostles; and S. Cyprian, 
that by these words after His resurrection they were '' Evange^ 
lied et Dominicd ardinaUone fundati/' and had a power given 
them to be ministers of His holy Sacraments. Where, if any 
exception be taken against the authority of S. Cyprian^ in 
that place, (who maintaining his error of rebaptization,) it 
will hurt us nothing at all : for his error was not, (nor was it 
ever objected against him, being in this Catholic and oilho- 
dox enough,) that the Priests of the Gospel were ordained 



7 f Et quamvis. [Ibid.] 

* Planum e8t,&e. . . . Apostolosfac- 
tos eftse Episcopos et Pastores post Re- 
surrectionein. — Nam, Jo. xx., Dominus 
ait eis, * Pax vobis : sicut misit Me 
Pater, et Ego mitto tos,' &c. : . . . fecit 
enim his vetbis eos quasi legatos et 
nomine suo gubematores Ecclesias ; 
Terbis autem aequentibus, ' Accipite 
Spiritum Sanctum : Quorum/ &c. . . . 
dedit eis potestatem ordinis, ut supra 
diximus. — Bell, de K. P. 1. i. [c] 12. 
I His, et Dices ; [ubi snpr. colL 668, 
661.1 

■ S. Cyr. in Johan. [lib. xii sect 



super cap. zx. ▼. 22,' 23. — S. Cjrrilli 
Alex, op., ed. Luteti» 1638, torn. iv. 
p. 1096. — 6 Si K6ptos ilft&w'lif<rovs6Xpt' 
arhs, §ts iXi^fias ^ivofitw rh trx^fui rov 
ySfjLov fjLtraBfls, row rwp Btlvw Bvauur^ 
rjiplcffp Upmfpyohs reAcio7 8^ ^oirrov. 
icoi ydp ioTtv airrhs 6 rris rcXc<^M»i 
icpi6s, rcAcioi 8i St* kytaa-fiav rov learit 
a\il$tiea^ rijs iBiea ^6a9ws Kotpwrobs 
Hiii rijs rov Hv4vfiepros fierovoias &ya> 
Seijcy^s, icei /irraxoAirc^wr rp6nrov rivii 
r^v hvBpdhcov ipwtw ctt r^r ^kp $w- 
Bptnrov fi^ofilp re icaU 8^|ar.] 
«» Ep. 73. 



IN THS CHURCH OF ENGLAND. 271 

and founded upon those words of our Sayiour. But his error 
only was^ (which toucheth not our case in hand^) that the 
Sacrament of Baptism was void^ if any heretic had given it. 
So that these fathers are for us^ and for our manner of 
ordaining Priests in the Church of England : not a word in 
them all of that which you require^ to have the paten and the 
chalice given them with an express power to offer sacrifice for 
the quick and dead^ or else to be no Priests at all. 

There were others among the fathers and ancient writers 
of the Church, S.Clement, S.Denis, S.Isidore, besides Amala- 
rius Fortunatus, and Rabanus Maurus, who wrote all pro- 
fessedly and of purpose to set forth the rites and forms of their 
Churches in conferring of holy orders. And in the fourth 
council of Carthage, in Afric, the manner and form of ordi- 
nation are particularly set down. In all which there is not 
any mention of that new matter and form of yours, which 
you say is so requisite for the ordering of a Priest®. And 
truly, if it had been so necessary as you would make it, I 
marvel much that none of all those ancient fathers, writers, 
and councils, should hit upon it. For it is a thing (as one 
of your own order ^ acknowledgeth) not to be imagined, that, > Menar- 
if such ceremony or form had been essential, they would in '* 
all those passages, which they wrote of purpose about such 
forms, have quite omitted that. But they are not for you. 

8. No more is yourown Roman Church*: wherein S. Gregory s. Greg, 
wrote his Sacramentary, or ritual, above a thousand years 
since ; and there^ shall you find the form of ordination Used 
of old in the city and Church of Rome ; but concerning the 
paten and the chalice (the delivery whereof to a Priest you 
say is so material and essential) you shall not find a word. 

After his time there were many forms dispersed abroad in The old 
several other churches of the west, which were the pontificals pon^fl, 
of those ages wherein they were written, and the precedents cals. 
which the Bishops followed in giving of orders. There is a 
manuscript pontifical in the Church of Rheims, written and 

• P* You wiU find neither paten, Greek."— MS. BarL] 

nor chalice, nor sacrifice for the quick « [Seelih. Sacrara., Ord. qualiter in 

and the dead, in any of them all." — Rom. Eccl. Diaconi et Presbyteri or- 

MS. Barl.] dinandi sunt — S. Greg, op., torn. ill. 

* I** Neither old, nor new, some col. 224.] 
lew private doctors excepted ; nor the 
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used above eight hundred years by-past in the time of Charles 
the Great : another in the monastery of S. Peter^s, at Cor- 
bey^ written and used about the same time : another there, 
which they call the manuscript of S. Eligius^ more than eight 
hundred years old : besides another, which bears the name 
of the Abbot Batoldus, who lived about an hundred years 
after. There is yet another^ an ancient manuscript pontifical 
of England, which is kept at this day in the Church of Notre 
Dame, at Rouen. Menardus the Benedictine (whom I trow 
you will believe) took the pains to " go and search into them 
aU." He saith, " there is not in any of them any one word 
to be seen either of your paten or your chalice, or your form 
of words, to offer sacrifice for the quick and dead/' And, if 
somebody else (one of your own countrymen, though not of 
your own order) may find the like credit with you, (but 
whether he does or no,) there be divers Saxon manuscripts 
(the pontificals of those times) to be seen in England, gathered 
and preserved by Sir Robert Cotton in his famous library, 
wherein the form of ordaining Priests there is set down as 
ours is (and we follow our own forefathers in it) without any 
such ceremony as you think so necessary to their ordination. 
So that none of these old Churches are for you. And yet I hope, 
that neither you nor any of your new opinion will be so bold 
as to say, that they wanted priesthood among them in those 
days. But, if you confess their priesthood, you must confess 
ours also, notwithstanding the omission of your iradiiio pa- 
terue, &c., cum sitdformd. 
The Greek 4. Go we yet further to the Oriental or Greek Churches. I 
c urch. ^^gg ^^^ their authority nor their custom, because you are 
fallen out with them, aad regard them not. But, if their 
priesthood hath any allowance firom the Pope aad the Church 
of Rome, I trust you will regard that allowance at least, and 
then must you not condemn them, as you do us, for want of 
your new ceremony, which they have not (neither matter nor 
form) in their manner of ordination extaat in their Eucho- 
logion. For at Rome and Venice they permit the Greek 
Priests to say mass among them ; and the Romanists there 
are not so nice, but otherwhiles they can be present^ at those 

' Ecclesia Orientalis, seu Graeca, . . . non utitur, &c. . . . Nee tamen £c- 
hujasmodi instrumentorum traditione clesia Romana unquam eorum ordi- 
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reader^ as became an honest man and one who loves the book ii. 
truth. Nay, what is to be said to the fact, that^ Jerome 1*2(^21! 
himself, who in any other case would on no account have qrigen. 
for^ven Buffinus so clear an act of firaud, has not marked > Quid ? 
even one single passage of Origen quoted in the Apology, be ^^° ' 
it of Pamphilus or Eusebius, as having been rendered by 
Buffinus into Latin in any other sense than that in which 
it occurred, whether in that Apology or in Origen himself. 

21. Who then Would not be surprised that Jerome should 
bring these objections against Buffinus respecting this very 
version of his ? "There are," he says^, "to be found in it many 
scandals^ and most open blasphemies. Eusebius, or rather > scandala. 
PamphiluSy (as you will have it,) in that volume declares that 
the Son is the servant of the Father'; that the Holy Ghost spatris 
is not of the same substance with the Father and the Son ; n*"*"^"""- 
that the souls of men fell* from heaven,'' &c. Now although < lapsaa 
Pamphilus is indeed introduced in the Apology translated ®^^* 
by Buffinus, as defending Origen for having believed the 
pre-existence of souls, yet still that blasphemy about the 
Holy Ghost is no where found in that work. But you will 
say, Buffinus expunged it from his books ^ on being remind- « codidbus. 
ed of it by Jerome. How then does it come to pass, that [351] 
there is not now extant a single copy of the work in which 
that blasphemy is to be found ? For copies of Buffinus' trans- 
lation had been very widely dispersed before Jerome brought 
forward that objection. Surely it is not likely, that Buf- 
finus, whom the arts of Jerome had brought into contempt 
at Bome, could either have suppressed or corrected' all those e emen- 
earlier copies ? Then again, Buffinus, in his Conclusion to ^*^^* 
Pamphilus' Apology, as he himself first published it^ thus 
addresses Macarius, (as we are also informed by Jerome';) 
^' In respect to these things, which in the foregoing treatise 
we have set forth according to our ability, or as the case 
required, in the Latin tongue, following the Apology of the 

the Comment of Origen on the Epistle num lapsat esse de coelo, &c. — Apol. 

to the Romans. advers. RuflBui. II. 4. [§ 15. vol. ii. 

y In illo scandala reperiuntur et p. 506.] 
apertissims blasphemise. Die it £u- * In his quae in superiori libro, se- 

sebius, imo, ut tu vis, Pamphilus in cundum Apologeticum sancti martyris 

isto volumine, Filium Patris minis- Pamphili, quern pro Origene Oraeco 

trum ; Spiritum S. non de eadem Pa- sermone edidit, prout potuimus vel res 

tris Filiique substantia ; animas homi- poposcit, Latino sermone digessimus, 

BULL. T 
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ON THE holy martyr Pamphilus^ which he published in Greek in vin- 

stantia"- dication of Origen, there is this of which I wish yon, my 

LiTY OF dear Macarius, to be reminded, that you may know that this 

'- which we have set forth above out of his works, is that rule 

of faith which ought to be embraced, and held fast. For it 
is evidently proved that a catholic sense pervades them all/' 
Now it is manifestly impossible that Ruffinus, who without 
any doubt was catholic in the article of the Holy Trinity, 
should have deliberately asserted, that it was clearly proved that 
there was a catholic sense contained in so open a blasphemy, 
and this in that very treatise addressed to Macarius, in 
which he religiously* avouches his belief, ''that the Holy 
Trinity is coetemal, and of one nature, and of one power and 
substance ;'' and denounces an anathema on the man who 
should teach the contrary. Or was Ruffinus so dull as not of 
himself to detect^ without a prompter, so gross a blasphemy 
in his own translation ? Certainly not ; what then must we 
say ? I trust the candid reader will here permit me to throw 
out a conjecture. Famphilus towards the end of his Apo- 
[352] logy, as translated by Ruffinus ^ whfen defending, or, at any 
* r!**®^* '^*®* excusing, the error of Origen respecting the pre-exist- 
ence of souls, and disputing against such as maintained the 
propagation of souls, describes two classes of these latter; 
the first, that of those, who, whilst they held that the souls 
of men were derived by propagation*, nevertheless maintained 
that the first soul was of the substance of God ; the other, 
that of those, who asserted, that that first soul was made by 
God out of nothing. Against the former Pamphilus reasons 
thus^; "Now as respects those^ who hold that souls come 
from propagation and that they are sown together with the 
seed of the body, if indeed, (as certain of themselves are 
wont to affirm,) they maintain that soul is nothing else than 
the in-breathing of the Spirit of God, that, namely, which 
at the beginning of the creation of the world God is said 



venie. 



* ex tra- 
duce. 



illud est quod te, desideriorum vir 
Macari, admonitutn esse yolo, nt scias 
hanc quidem fidei regulam, quam de 
libris ejus supra exposuimus, esse, quae 
et amplectenda sit, et tenenda. In 
omnibus enim his catholicum inesse 
sensum evidenter probatur. — [Ibid., p. 
48.] 



A See Ruffinus' s preface to Maca- 
rius. [Pamph. Apol., p. 17.] 

*' Jam vero illi, qui ex traduce ani- 
mas venire affirmant, et simul cum 
corporali eas semine seminari, siqui- 
dem, ut quidam ipsorum affirmare so« 
lent, non aliud dicunt animum esse 
quam insufflationem Spiritua Dei, illam 
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to have breathed into Adam^ asserting that this is of the book n. 
very substance of God ; how shall not these too be believed ^"5^21.*^ 
some how to be making this assertion in opposition to the origen. 
rule of Scripture and the analogy of the faith 1, [namely,] ^raUonem 
that it is the substance of God which sins V These words, I P^'***^"- 
have little doubt, were^ the foundation of Jerome's calumni- 
ous charge^ against Pamphilus. For^ along with many of the ' calum- 
ancients, Jerome held that the breath of life, which God is °**"' 
said to have breathed into the first man, was the Holy Spirit 
Himself* infused into that same man, together with his soul*. ' ipsam. 
Thus in his Commentary on chap. iv. of the Epistle to the *°*™*' 
Ephesians, on the words, " Grieve not the Holy Spirit where- ch. iv. so. 
by ye have been sealed in the day of redemption," he has this 
note*^ ; " For we were sealed with the Holy Spirit of God, 
that both our spirit and soul may have the impress of God's 
seal', and that we may again receive that image and likeness, ' signacu- 
after which, in the beginning, we were created. This seal ' ^ 
of the Holy Spirit, according to the language of our Savi- 
our, is sealed by the impress of God.'' Here he makes that 
image and likeness of G^d, after which man was formed at [353] 
his very creation, to be the seal of the Holy Spirit ; and this 
he appears to have done simply from believing that the 
breath of life, which God is said to have breathed into the 
first man when He formed him, was the Holy Spirit. This is 
more clearly expressed by Tertullian in his Treatise on Bap- 
tism, chap, v., where he speaks thus of the regeneration of 
man which is wrought by* baptism' ; " Thus man is restored • per. 
to God, after His likeness, who in time past had been made 
after God's image, &c. For he receives again that Spirit of 
God, which at that time he had received from His in-breath- 
ing^, but afterwards had lost by sin." Pamphilus, then, ' adflatu. 
or the author of the Apology, (understanding, as it appears^ 



acil. quam initio facturs mundi Deua 
dicitur inaufflasse in Adam, de ipsa 
Dei esse earn substantia profitentes; 
quomodo non et isti videbuntur quo- 
dammodo h»c praeter Scripturse regu- 
1am et rationem pietatis assererc, quod 
substantia Dei est quae peccat? — 
p. 127. [c. 9. p. 43.] 

c Signati autem sumus Spiritu Dei 
Sancto, ut et spiritus noster et anima 
imprimantur tignaculo Dei, et illam 



recipiamus imaginem et simtlitudinem, 
ad quam in exordio conditi sumus. 
Hoc signaculum Sancti Spiritus, juxta 
eloquium Salvatoris, Deo imprimente 
signatur. — [Vol. vii. p. 632.] 

' Ita restituitur homo Deo ad simi- 
litudinem ejus, qui retro ad imaginem 
Dei fuerat, &c. Recipit enim ilium 
Dei Spirituni, quern tunc de adflatu 
ejus acceperat, sed post amisera per 
delictum. — [p. 226.] 



t2 
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* conse- 
quenter. 



• [Euse- 
biu8 of 
Cremona.] 



by in^breathing^ as did the opponents whom he is refuting'^ 
nothing else than the soul of man itself^) denied that the 
in-breathing of the Spirit of God was of the very substance 
of God ; and from this it seems to have arisen that Jerome 
accused him^ as though he had taught that the Spirit of 
God, the Third Person of the Godhead, was not of the sub- 
stance of God, and was, consequently, a servant of God or 
a creature. If, however, any one does not like this con- 
jecture of mine, he must, I think, of necessity maintain that 
Kuffinus' version of the Apology of Famphilus was corrupted 
by his opponents and Jerome^s partisans ; and that Jerome 
laid hold of that accusation &om some corrupted copy. It 
is indeed certain, that Ruffinus himself complains of some 
wrong of this kind done to his translation of Origen's work 
irepX apj(u>p, appealing to God who knows the hearts, to 
avenge the wrong. For he writes thus in the first book of 
his Invectives against Jerome * ; " They should have adduced 
my very words, just as I had translated. But now hear what 
they do, and see whether there be any precedent or example 
for their flagitious conduct. In the passage where it was 
written, ^ But if you demand of me what I think concerning 
the Only-begotten Himself, let it not at once be thought by 
you either impious or absurd, if I say that the nature of God, 
who is naturally invisible, is not visible even to Him : for we 
will give you a reason in due course'/ Now instead of what 
we wrote, ' We will in due course give you a reason,' they 
substituted, ^ Let it not at once •be thought by you either 
impious or absurd, that as the Son sees not the Father, 
so neither does the Holy Ghost see the Son.' Now if he" 
who was sent from the monastery to Some, as being most 
expert in calumny, had committed such an offence in the 
courts, or in the affairs of the world, every one knows what 



* Ipsa, sicut transtu'!eram, niea ver- 
ba posuissent Sed nunc ausculta, quid 
faciant; et flagitii eorum require, si 
uUutn prsecessit, ezemplum. In eo 
loco, ubi scriptum erat, ' Quod si requi- 
ris a me, quid etiam de ipso Unigenito 
sentiam, si ne ipse [ipsi ed. Ben.] qui- 
dem visibilem dicam naturam Dei, qui 
naturaliter invisibilis est, non tibi sta- 
tim Tel impium videatur esse, vel ab- 
surdura: rationem quippe dabimus 
consequenter;' pro eo quod nos scrip- 



simus, rationem quippe dabimus conse- 
qttenter,* illi scripserunt, ' Non tibi sta- 
tim impium vel absurdum videatur 
esse ; quia ticut FiHus Patrem non vidti, 
ita nee Spiritut S. videt Filium* Hoc 
si in foro positus vel negotiis saecula- 
ribus commisisset ille, qui de monas- 
terio Romam, quasi calumniandi peri- 
tissimus, missus est, norunt omnes, 
quid consequeretur ex legibus publicis 
ejusmodi criminis reus. Nunc vero 
quia saecularem vitam reliquit, et a 
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[punishment] a person convicted on a charge of this kind "ook ii. 
would have incurred from the public laws. But now that he § 21, 22. 



has relinquished a secular life^ and has turned himself from Origen. 
the chicanery of public pleading to a monastery^ and has 
attached himself to a distinguished teacher^, he learns from * [Jerome.] 
him a second time, instead of moderation, fury and mad- 
ness ; instead of quietness, to excite commotion ; instead of 
peace, to kindle war ; instead of concord, to awaken dissen- 
sion ; to be perfidious for the faith, and a falsifier for truth/' 
Presently after in the same book he gives this account con- 
cerning the falsifier : " when he was reading out," he says, 
*' a forged passage of this kind at Milan, and I declared that 
what he read was forged ; on being asked from whom he had 
procured his copy, he replied that a lady^ had given it to » matro- 
him : I said of her, ' Whosoever she be, I say nothing ; but I ceUa. j ^^' 
leave her to her own consciousness and that of God/'' And 
this must suffice at present concerning Pamphilus' Apology 
for Origen. 

22. To bring this chapter to a close at last ; in the course 
of a very attentive consideration of those passages of Origen, 
which hftY^ been adduced above, I come to this conclusion ; 
that this father, who has been attacked by the censures of 
so many divines, both ancient and modern, in respect of [3^^] 
the article of the divinity of the Son and even of the Holy 
Trinity, was yet really catholic ; although in his mode of ex- 
plaining this article, he sometimes expressed himself other- 
wise than Catholics of the present day are wont to do ; but 
this is common to him with nearly all the fathers who lived 
before the council of Nice. Further — ^inasmuch as I have 
very carefully studied the works of Origen, and have accu- 
rately weighed his history as the ancients have narrated it, 
—I may be permitted freely to record my judgment of his 
theology in general, without offence to any one. He was 



tergivenatione ilia actuum publiconim 
ad monasterium conyersus est, et ad- 
hsesit magistro nobili, ab ipso edocetur 
iterum pro modestia furere, insanire; 
pro quiete seditiones moTcre ; pro pace 
movere bellum ; pro concordia moyere 
dissidia; perfidus ease pro fide, pro 
yerltate falsartus. ... Cum falsam, in- 
quit, bujusmodi sententiani apud Me- 



diolanum recitaret, et a me, quae exi- 
gebat, falsa esse dicerentur, interro- 
gatus a quo accepisset exemplaria, re- 
spondit, Matrouam quandam sibi de- 
disse; de qua ego, Qusecunque ilia 
est, Dibil dico : sed sui earn et Dei 
conscientiae derelinquo. — Inter opera 
Hieron., torn. ix. p. 140. [vol. ii. 
p. 600.] 
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ON THE indeed a man, as all agree, of remarkable piety, bat of a too 
stTntia- inquisitive and almost wanton genius. His piety and reli- 
LiTT or mous reverence restrained him from making any innovatioii 

THE SON 

'" on the rule of faith, (of which a great part is the doctrine of 

the most Holy Trinity;) but on other points, which might be 
made matter of discussion without trenching on the rule of 
faith, yielding too much to his natural disposition, he put 
forward not a few opinions differing very widely from the 
views more commonly entertained by the teachers who were 
his contemporaries. To this class I refer his paradoxes con- 
cerning the pre-existence of the soul, the stars being ani- 
mated, an infinity of worlds, and the like. But even on these 
subjects he observed the modesty which becomes a pious 
person, in that he propounded them not in a dogmatic and 
positive manner, but as though he were diligently enquiring 
into the truth on points which had not yet been expressly 
defined by the judgment of the Church. On this the reader 
should by all means consult the Apology of Pamphilus near 
the beginning f. 

23. This judgment of mine concerning Origen, is con- 
firmed by many other considerations, besides the testimonies 
which have been already adduced in this chapter. In the 
first place, the defenders of Origen, who were all catholic on 
128 the article concerning the Holy Trinity, at the same time 
[356] that they did not deny other heterodox sentiments, which 
were attributed to him, such for instance as those which we 
have just mentioned, but either excused or even defended 
them, still strenuously maintained, that in respect of the 
Trinity, Origen's own views agreed with those of all Catholics. 
It was on this ground, as we have just shewn, that Pam- 
philus the Martyr and that anonymous apologist mentioned 
by Photius, defended Origen ; and that Didymus of Alexan- 
dria, a man eminent for piety and erudition, and a most 
resolute supporter of the Nicene Creed, adopted the same 
course in his defence of Origen, is testified by Jerome him- 
self, who, in his Apology against Buffinus, thus addresses 
Ruffinus himself ff: ''What answer, he asks, will you make 

' See likewise, Haet's Origeniana: K Qaid respondebis pro Didymo, 

it. p. 189. [lib. ii. Quaest. 14. c. 3. qui certe in Trinitate catholicits est, 
§ ll, 12. p. 255.] cujus etiam nos de Spiritu Sancto 11- 
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on behalf of Didymus^ who at any rate is orthodox on the book n. 
docrine of the Trinity, and whose treatise on the Holy Ghost §"22! 2^ 
I myself have translated into Latin? He certainly could not origen. 
have agreed to those things which heretics have added to the 
works of Origen ; and on those very books of Principles *, * »«pi ^ 
which you have translated, he wrote short commentaries, in ^*''' 
which he did not deny that what is written, is written by 
Origen, but [asserted] that we simple folk could not under- 
stand what he said, and endeavours to persuade us in what 
sense they should be taken so as to have a good meaning. 
This, however, refers only to his statements respecting the 
Son and the Holy Ghost ; as regards other doctrines both 
Eusebius and Didymus do most openly give in to the te- 
nets of Origen, and maintain that statements which all the 
churches reprobate, are catholic and religious/' The words 
of Socrates, in his Ecclesiastical History, iv. 26, about Basil 
the Great and Gregory of Nazianzum, are also worthy of 
observation**: "And yet," he says, '*when the Arians ap- 
pealed* to the books of Origen in confirmation, as they ,*'»••'' 
thought, of their own doctrine, these confuted them, and koKoZ^mv. 
shewed that they did not understand the meaning of Ori- [357] 
gen." In the second place, the earlier adversaries and the 
chief opponents of Origen, who on other points attacked him 
with the ^atest vehemence, and with too much severity, 
were almost entirely silent respecting any heresy of his on 
the doctrine of the Trinity. Indeed, Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 
vi. 13, in treating of the leading accusers of Origen, viz., 
Methodius, Eustathius, Apollinaris, and Theophilus, (whom 
speaking rather freely he calls " a quaternion® of calumnia- * ifoiroArf- 
tors,'') makes this observation respecting them * ; " But I ™^Vk. 
affirm that even additional evidence in favour of* Origen re- * «/j a^- 



rcuriy. 



brum in Latinam linguam vertimus ? 
certe hie in iis, quae ab hxreticis in 
Origeni« operibus addita sunt, consen- 
tire non potuit ; et in ipsis ircp2 i^x^^t 
quo8 tu interpretatua es, libris breves 
dictavit commentariolos, quibus non 
negaret ab Origene scripta qus scripta 
sunt, sed nos simplices homines non 
posse intelligere quae dicuntur; et quo 
sensu in bonam partem accipi debeant, 
persuadere conatur. Hoc duntaxat de 
Filio et Spiritu Sancto; caeterum in 
aliis dogmatibus et Eusebius et Didy- 



mus apertissime in Origenis scita con- 
cedunt, et, quod omnes ecclesis repro- 
bant, catholice et pie dictum esse de- 
fendunt. — Tom. iii. p. 612. [§ 16. vol. 
ii.p. 507.] 

^ Kairoi, Twy *hp*iavSov ra ^Cipiyivavs 
fiifi\ta CIS iiaprvpiaoft ws ^^vro^ rov iiiov 
KaKoinnww HiyfMtTos, ainol i^iiKtyxoy^ 
Koi iHtiKVuoy fi^ vo4\iTa,vTai rov *npiy4' 
yovs Hvwiv. — [Socr. E. H. iv. 26.] 

* iyia 94 ri, xal irXiov in r^s 4K(i' 
ywy aiTid<rtws fls ffvcraaiv ^Cipiyhovs 
^IaL o\ yhp Kurfiaarrts Hffairtp tfoirro 
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* nullo 
negotio. 



[358] 



' refor- 
xnasset 



suits from their accusations of him. For those who brought 
up whatever points they thought worthy of blame^ and in 
the course of these did not at all censure him as holding 
wrong opinions respecting the Holy Trinity^ are hereby most 
clearly shewn to testify to his orthodox piety.'' Theo- 
philus^ indeed, (if we are to trust Jerome,) in the first of 
those Paschal Letters, which were translated into Latin by 
Jerome, and are extant at this day both in the Bibliotheca 
Magna Patrum^, and among the works of Jerome^, does cen- 
sure certain errors of Origen on the subject of the Trinity ; 
but these might easily ^ be explained if we had had leisure 
for it at present. It is certain, however, that Sulpidus 
Severus, an historian of very great credit. Dial. I. c. 3, in 
narrating the history of a council, which was convened in his 
own times by Theophilus against the writings of Origen, 
writes to this eflFect" j '*Many extracts from his books were 
read by the bishops, which were certainly opposed to the 
catholic faith; but the passage which excited the most un- 
favourable feeling against him, was that, in which it was 
stated, that the Lord Jesus, even as He had come in the flesh 
for the redemption of man, had endured the cross for the 
salvation of man, and had tasted death for the immortality 
of man, so would He in the same order of suffering redeem 
the devil also; inasmuch as it was befitting His goodness 
and piety, that. He who had renewed^ ruined man, should 
likewise liberate the fallen angel.*' Now if it had been 
evident that Origen's opinions, touching the prime doctrine 
of Christianity, I mean, the most Holy Trinity, had been as 
impious as Jerome and others have alleged, surely Theophi- 
lus and the bishops of his party, who ransacked every comer 
of Origen's writings, to find a handle for accusing him, and 
who seem to have been especiaUy bent upon exciting the 



ircpl T^f ayias rpidZos o2r8* Z\ws i/i^fi" 
^atn-Of 9tlKvvvrai irtpi^avwi r^y 6p6^v 
ihffi^icof fiofiTtfpovyr^t airr^. — [Ibid, 
▼i. 13.] 

*■ [Tom. ▼. pp. 848, sqq. Lugd. 1677.] 

' [Tom. iu pp. 645, sq.] 

m Cum ab episcopis excerpta in li- 
bris illtus multa legerentur, quae con- 
tra catholicam iidem scripta constaret, 
locus ille vel maximam parabat invi- 



diam, in quo editum legebatur, quia 
Dominus Jesus, sicut pro redemptione 
hominis in came venisset, cnicem pro 
hominis salute perpessus, mortem pro 
hominis setemitate gustasset, ita esset 
eodem ordine passionis etiam Diabolum 
redempturus; quia hoc bonitati illius 
pietatique congrueret, ut qui perditum 
nomtnem reformasset, prolapsum quo- 
que angelum liberaret. — Pag. 548. ed. 
Lugd. Batavor. 1654. 
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greatest general ill-will against Origen, (whose authority book n, 
the factious monks were making an ill use of against the ^^t^^^' 
Church,) would have exposed his heresy on this point' un- qrigkn. 
reservedly to all ; inasmuch as, in that age, this heresy, ' pnecipae. 
above all others, was regarded by Catholics (and justly 
so) with the greatest abhorrence. But they being wary 
men, knew full well that such an accusation might have 
been most easily refuted by the defenders of Origen, out 
of Origen's own unquestioned writings; therefore they 
passed it by, and laid the stress of their charge against 
him on other heads, on which he could not be so easily 
defended. Severus adds in the same passage, that what 
was objected to Origen at that council was, in his own opi- 
nion, an eTTor, not a heresy, and yet it is certain, that the 
Arian doctrine was regarded by Severus as a most pesti- l^^ 
lential heresy; it follows therefore that Origen was in no 
wise declared guilty of Arianism at that synod. Thirdly, 
that is worthy of observation, which Eusebius (in his Eccl. [369] 
History, vi. 2, near the end) relates respecting the con- 
stancy of Origen in maintaining the orthodox faith, adding 
these words"; "Preserving even firom boyhood the rule of 
the Church, and abominating', as he somewhere himself '/BScAvrr^- 
says, using that very word, the doctrines of heresies/' Surely '***'*** 
no one who is familiar with Ecclesiastical History, can be 
ignorant that Origen was the foremost ' and well nigh the ' prima- 
only champion of the Church in defence of the catholic faith " ™ u^j. 
against whatsoever heresies were springing up in his time. <^^™- 
For, as often as, and wheresoever, there arose any heretic, 
who presumed to impugn the faith received in the Church, 
recourse was at once had to Origen alone ; that he, as an- 
other David, might attack with his sling the Goliath who 
reproached the army of the Lord ; nay, he used to present 
himself of his own accord for contests such as this, (herein 
again resembling David,) out of the love and zeal which he 
bore to the truth. Surely no one at any time deserved more 
than Origen to be called malleus omnium hareticorum. Now 
the Catholic Church has at all times judged the doctrine con- 
cerning the true Divinity of the Son to belong to the un- 

^ ^vKifTTtov, i^ fri wtuSbs Kay6ifa /«r- f^fAori ^tri irou abrhst t&s r&y alp4- 
KAi|<r/a5, 069\vrr6fiw6s rt, ws ainf 0'ffwy8iSa<rKaA/af."[£it8eb. E. H. vi. 2.] 



282 His orthodoosy shewn from his oum works, his teacher 

ON THE changeable rule of faith ; nor did Origen entertain any other 

stamtia' ^®w f ^^^ i^ ^^^ fi^s^ book, irepl apx^^v, (as quoted by Pam- 
LiTY OF pliilus in his Apology,) in making a distinction between doc- 

'- trines, which are necessary to be known and believed, and 

those which are not necessary, he puts amongst the necessary 
these following®; "First, that there is one God, who created 

inatus. all things Then next, that Jesus Christ was begotten' 

of the Father before every creature . . . that whereas He was 
Ood, He became incarnate, and being made man He con- 
tinued to be what He was^ Ood. . . . Then next, that the Holy 
Ghost is associated with the Father and the Son, in honour 
[360] and dignity p.'' Amongst the doctrines that are not necessary, 
or in other words^ questions which might be debated on either 
side, [so it be done] temperately and without detriment to 
the peace of the Church, he enumerates in the same passage, 
questions concerning the time and mode of the creation of 
angels, concerning the sun, the moon, and the stars, whether 

' scilicet, they be animate or inanimate, &c. In the discussion, indeed', 
of questions of this sort, Origen perhaps allowed himself too 
much freedom ; but so far as relates to those other doctrines, 
he scrupulously refrained from departing a hair^s-breadth 
from the rule of faith which was fixed and established in the 
Church. Fourthly, Bellarmine's ^ argument (which we have 
elsewhere touched on incidentally^) seems to me to be of 
great weight, however much the very learned Huet despised 
it. He proves that Origen was catholic on this article, from 
the orthodoxy and soundness of the opinions of his teacher 
Clement^ and of his pupils, Dionysius of Alexandria, and 
Gregory Thaumaturgus^ respecting the mystery of the most 
Holy Trinity. For, as regards Clement, I have already in 
treating of his belief, most evidently proved, that no one 
ever acknowledged or declared the catholic doctrine respect- 
ing the consubstantial Trinity, more clearly than he. We 
shall hereafter shew the same as clearly with respect to Dio- 



* Prime quod unus est Deus, qui 
omnia creavit . . . Turn deinde quia 
Jesus Christus ante omnem creaturam 
natus ex Patre est. . . . Incarnatus est, 
cum Deus esset, et homo factus mansit 
quod erat Deus. . . . Turn deinde ho- 
nore ac dignitate Patri et Filio socia- 
tuin esse Spiritum Sanctum. — [c. 1. 



p. 20.] 

P These statements are found in the 
preface of his hook xtpl i^x^^* — 
Grabe. 

1 Bellarminus deChristo I. 10. [voL 
i. Op., p. 330 ] 

' Supra cvi. § 1. [p. 182.] 



and scholars; and from the testimony of St.Athanasius, 283 
nysius of Alexandria, and Gregory Thaumatnrgus, although book ii. 

^_ f^HAP fir 

the Jesuit Petavius has branded these two very great names, ^ 28. 
to the disgrace of his own name, with the mark of the Arian ORiat^n. 
impiety. What then? is it likely, that the man who had a 
master so catholic on this article, and who had disciples so 
orthodox, who also at all times regarded their master with 
admiration as the most illustrious doctor of the Church, was 
himself heretical in that very article ? Fifthly, in the next 
place, the great Athanasius ought to be as good as a thou- 
sand witnesses as to the orthodoxy of Origen on this ques- 
tion: and he, in his work On the Decrees of the Nicene 
council, expressly declares', that Origen agreed with the [361] 
Nicene fathers respecting the very and eternal Godhead of 
the Son : his words are these ; " Concerning the everlasting 
co-existence of the Word with the Father, and that He is 
not of another substance or hypostasis ^, but properly " of * »*<^^« ^ 
the substance of the Father, as they in the council said, be a^^, 
it permitted that you hear again from the labour*loving * ' J®*®"* 
Origen also/' In this passage, however, before he quotes ^f^ 
the very words of Origen, Athanasius admits, that there are 
certain things premised by Origen in the passage which he 
is about to cite first, which are seemingly repugnant to sound 
doctrine; but these, he says> Origen states as a disputant, 
not as one who is making an absolute assertion, whilst the 
words which he himself adduces, contain the truly genuine 
opinion of Origen ; his words are : " For after what he ad- 
vances as in an exercise of strength * against the heretics, * rh, &t 4» 
he immediately introduces his own views*, saying thus . . .»*' '\%y6ixw«L 
He then quotes a famous sentence of Origen respecting the'ratSio. 
eternity and consubstantiality of the Son; to which he also 130 
subjoins a second from another of Origen's works ; which 
passages we reserve for our third book'. And indeed, I 
have not myself the slightest doubt, that that method of 
discussion which Origen pursued in almost all • his writings, « fere ubi- 
that, I mean, by which he was wont first to represent the ^^^ *°' 
opinions of the heretics, assuming as it were the person of 

' irtpl 8^ rov iX^ltat trwuvai rhv x6' Athanasii, torn. i. p. 227. [§ 27. Yol. i. 

yov r^ irarpl, ical fi^ kripas obatas ^ p. 232.] 

Oxoirrda'tvs, &AA^ Trjs rod irarpbt fSiov * fitrit yow rii &t iv yvfiyaait^ \9y6' 

ttdrhy tlyoi, &s cip^iecuriy ol i» rp <rw6' iiwa irfihs rohs alptrtKobs, tiShs ainbf 

iifit ^(«W» irdKiv ifxas iiKovaou xal 4irt4>4pti rii tHia, Xiywtf ofkws, — [Ibid.] 
Kopk Tov^i\oir6vou*Qpiy4vovs. — Opera ' [See book iii. 3. 1.] 



284 St. Athanasius cotdd best judge of Origen's orthodoxy. 

ON THE the heretics themselves^ and afterwards to lay open the catho- 
MANTi V- ^^ doctrine, first gave to unlearned and ill-disposed persons a 
LiTY OF handle for charging Origen himself with heresy, as though, 
• ' ■ that is, he had defended those heretical positions in earnest. 

^ ^ But Huet ** says that Origen's view '' was not seen through 
by Athanasius/^ That learned man, however, will pardon 
us, if, notwithstanding, we are still persuaded, that Athana- 
sius, a bishop of Alexandria, who lived so near the times of 
Origen, also of Alexandria, and who was moreover both a 
most industrious and most clear-sighted student of the works 
of Origen and of other ancient writers, saw through Origan's 
opinions much better than any one amongst ourselves, who 
1 sens ne. are but their remote descendants*, can do. Huet, however, 
^^ ^ proceeds to say \ '' I do not deny that Origen used these ex- 
pressions ; but that he used them in the same sense as the 
council of Nice, that I cannot admit/' I answer again ; No 
one could have known the meaning of the Nicene council 
better than Athanasius, who was himself present at that 
council. Athanasius however testifies, that Origen altogether 
agreed in opinion with the Nicene fathers as well respect- 
'dcFilii ing the consubstantiality' of the Son as His co-eternity'^ 
Tv^A/ioow- ^^^ indeed as concerns the eternity of the Son, Hue^ will 
> de ipsiut uot deny that this is true ; as to the consubstantiality, how- 
uJ!^^' ever, he declares that he cannot admit it. And yet we have 
already shewn, clearly and at length, that the Nicene Bishops 
declared the Son to be of one substance with the Father in 
no other sense than that, which lays down that the Son is 
very God equally with the Father, not of any created or 
mutable essence. And that Origen acknowledged the Son 
to be of one substance with the Father in this very sense, we 
have abtmdantly proved, in this chapter. As to what is 
called the numerical unity of substance of the Father and 
the Son, (which Huet in the same place asserts that Origen 
denied,) I can clearly shew, that Origen acknowledged that 
unity, so far as any one of the more ancient fathers, and 
[363] even Athanasius himself, acknowledged it; that is to say, 
that Origen believed, that the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost, whilst they are in very deed Three Persons, still do 
not by any means exist as three men, separately and apart 

« Origenian., lib. ii. p. 33. [Qusst. 2, 5. p. 119.] 
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fSrom each other', but that They intimately cohere together book n. 
and are conjoined One with Another; and thus that they ex- ^2s\ u 
ist One in the Other, and, so to speak, mutually run into and ^^^^^^ 
penetrate Each Other, by a certain ineffable ircpcxp^priKTis, i teonim et 
which the schoolmen call drcunUnsessio ; from which irepir •«P»r»*>™- 
Xf^pv<^''^^ Petavius' contends, that that numerical unity neces- > ex qua . . 
sarily results ; there will, however, be a more suitable place ®®^^ 
for discussing this subject in another part [of our treatise] ^^ 
meanwhile let us pass on from Origen to other fathers. 



CHAPTER X. 131 

CONCERNING THE FAITH AND VIEWS OF THE MARTYR CTPRIAN, OF NOVA- 
TIAN OR THE AUTHOR OF A TREATISE ON THE TRINITY AMONG THE 
WORKS OF TERTULLIAN, AND OF THEOGNOSTUS. 

1. Contemporary with Origen was Cyprian*; [he was] cyprian. 
during his lifetime chief bishop' of Africa, a man of the great- > primarius 
est sanctity and of a truly apostolic spirit, and who at last [[j^e^pri^^' 
obtained also the crown of a most glorious martyrdom. So mate.] 
pure and sound were both his sentiments and his expressions 
concerning the Divinity of the Son, that Petavius himself 
could find nothing whatever in his works to transfix with his 
mark^, or, as his way is, to asperse with the spot and stain of * vera at- 
Arianism. It may, therefore, suffice to adduce but few testi- g^^ ° ^^^ 
monies out of this writer. In the second book of his Testi- 
monies against the Jews, addressed to Quirinus% he proves 
most copiously from the Scriptures that Christ is Qod ; attri- [364] 
buting unto Him all those things, which in the same Scrip- 
tures are attributed only to the true and supreme God: 
Thus, in chap. 5 and 6, he quotes the passage of Isaiah, xlv. 
14**, " For God is in Thee, and there is none other God be- 
side Thee : for Thou art God, and we knew it not, O God of 
Israel, the Saviour;*' that of Baruch also,iii. 35, '* This is our 
God, and none other shall be accounted beside^ Him ;" that * absqua 

* De Trinitate, iy. 16. ^ Quoniam in te Deus est, et non 
' Book iv. 4. 9 ; and following. est Deus alius prseter te: tu enim es 

* He embraced Christianity about Deus, et non sciebamus, Deus Iffrael 
the year 246. Cave. — Bowybr. Salvator, (Isa. xlv. 14); . . . Hie Deus 

* [Page 2S4, &c.] noster, et uon depntabitur alius absque 
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ON THB of David also, Psalm xlvi. 10, '^Be still ^, and know that I 
btantia". ^^ ^^^> ^ ^^^ ^® exalted among the heathen, and I will be 
LiTYOF exalted in the earth ;^* that of Paul also, Romans ix. 5, 
'- ''Who is over all things God blessed for ever;" also that of 



vaca e. ^^^ Apocalypse i. 8. and xxi. 6, '' I am Alpha and Omega, 
the beginning and the end;'' and that of Isaiah, again^ 
• XXXV. 4, " Our God will recompense judgment, He will oome 
and save us ;" and that of the same Isaiah xlii. 8^ '' I am the 
• ciarita^ Lord God, that is My Name, My brightness^ will I not give 
s^virtuteg. *^ another, nor My powers' to graven images/' Now these 
and other passages, in which the Supreme God is clearly 
designated, Cyprian, I say, understands to be said of Christ. 
To which you may add that, in chap. 10. of the same book^, 
he professedly undertakes to prove; ''That Christ is both 
*concretu8 Man and God, made up of both natures*, that He might 
gtpnei^^"* be the mediator between us and the Father -/' words which 
•paritiBr plainly imply, that Christ is equally of one nature*, or of 
8iv7a^*- ^^^ substance, with God the Father, in that He is God, and 
aiop. with us men, in that He is Man. For the rest, it is certain, 

that these books of Testimonies, addressed to Quirinus, are 
the genuine production of Cyprian ; since Jerome, DiaL L 
against the Pelagians % Augustine, book iv. against the two 
Letters of Pelagius, c. 8 and 10 ', G^nnadius, in his Cata- 
logue under Pelagius, and Bede, Retract, on Acts, c. iii., do 
all in express terms attribute them to Cyprian. The criti- 
cism of Erasmus, therefore, is rash, when he declares that in 
his view it is more probable, that these books are not the 
[365] work of Cyprian. And as to the reason which he gives for his 
criticism, namely, that the author does not display Cyprian's 
style any where, save in the preface, who would not be sur- 
prised that it should have fallen from so great a man? For 
it was only in the preface that Cyprian could have displayed 
his style; inasmuch as the entire three books are nothing 

illo, (Baruch. iii. 85) ; . . Vacate et meam alii non dabo, neqae virtutes 

cognoscite, quoniam ego sum Deus. meas sculptilibua, (Id. xlii. 8.) [ch. vi., 

Exaltabor in gentibus, et exalUbor in Til, pp. 286, 287. In translating thc.«e 

terra, (Psal. xWi. 10) ; ... Qui est passages S. Cjrprian's version of the 

super omnia Deus benedictus in kbcu- texts of Scripture is followed.] 
la, ( Rom. ix. 5) ; . . . Ego sum Alpha * Quod et homo et Deus Christns 

et Omega, initium et finis, (Apoc i. 8; ex utroqub generb concretus, ut 

xxi. 6) ; . . . Deus noster judicium re- Mediator esse inter nos et Patrem pos- 

tribuet, ipse veniet et salvos faciet nos, set [p. 288.1 

(Isa. XXXV. 4); . . . Ego Dominus * [§ 32. vol. il p. 715.] 

Pens, hoc mihi nomen est, claritatem ' [Vol. ix. p. 480, 485.] 
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else than a collection of testimonies of Scripture, arranged book ". 

CHAF« X 

under certain heads, in citing which it was natural that the § i. 2. ' 



saint would follow the Latin version of the Scripture, which cyprian. 
was received and circulated in Africa in his own time. 

2. But in the other writings of Cyprian also, you may 
every where meet with passages which 'remarkably set forth 
the true Divinity of the Son. I will here produce one or 
two. In his 63rd epistle to Caecilius, near the beginning*, he 
calls Jesus Christ ''our Lord and God,^' as he does a second 
time also in a subsequent part of the same epistle ^. There 
is, however, a marked passage in his treatise On the Vanity 
of Idols, in which Cyprian thus speaks concerning the Word^ * Sermotiei 
and Son of God* ; '* As the Dispenser * and Master, there- ' arbiter. 
fore, of this grace and teaching, the Word* and Son of God 
is sent, who was foretold of by all the prophets in times 
past as the Enlightener and Teacher of the race of man. 
This is the Power of God, This His Reason, This His Wisdom 
and Glory : He descends into the Virgin, and puts on flesh 
by the co-operation of the Holy Spirit, (or rather, as it should 
be read, the Holy Spirit puts on flesh,) God is imited with*'mwcetur 
man. This is our God, This is the Christ/' Here I embrace, 
as the true reading, camem Spiritus sanctus^ induitur, be- *»«"»<?'»> 
cause most of the oldest MSS. exhibit the passage in this ^^2 
form. Certain sciolists, as I conceive, corrupted the true text 1-3(551 
in some of the copies, supposing forsooth, that by the Holy 
Spirit none other than the Third Person of the Godhead 
could be meant. We have, however, elsewhere ^ shewn that 
Each several Person of the Trinity*, because of the divine* Unam- 
and spiritual nature common to the Three, is called the f rinitatu 

hjrposta- 
sim. 
K Jesus Christus, Dominus et Deus the Benedictine ; the emendation sng- 
noster. — Page 84. [p. 104.] gested by Bp. Bull, as printed in the 
^ Page 86. [p. 109.] Latin, stands thus, camem Spiritus 
' Hujus igitur gratis disciplinaeque Sancti induitur, on which Dr. Burton's 
arbiter et magister Sermo et Filius note is, " Read Sanctus, the reading 
Dei mittitur, qui per prophetas omnes which some MSS. exhibit, and which 
retro illuminator et doctor humani ge- the Benedictine editor has received ; '* 
neris praedicabatur. Hie est virtus no MS. reads Sancti; it may there- 
Dei, hie ratio, hie sapientia ejus et fore be inferred that the word which 
gloria, hie in Virginem illabitur, car- Bp. Bull intended in his emendation 
nem Spiritu Sancto co-operante indui- is Sanctus^ and this view has been acted 
tur, (leg. camem Spiritus Sancti indui- on in the translation], 
tur, Bttll) Deus cum homine misce- ^ [Book i. 2. 5. p. 62. See also the 
tur, hie Deus noster, hie Christus est Benedictine editor's preface to St« 
—-Page 170. [p. 228. The text is here Hilary's works, § 57.— B.] 
given as it stood in the editions before 
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ON THB Spirit^ both in the Scriptures and throughout the writings 
8TANTI a'- ^^ *^® ancients ; [a fact] which is also noted on this pas- 
LiTY OF sage in the margin^ in some of the MSS.^ as Pamelius in- 

'- timates^ who, notwithstanding, thought that no alteration 

ought to be made in the reading, fearing, I suppose, lest the 
Antitrinitarians should draw their poison out of this place, 
and allege that Cyprian did not acknowledge the Third 
Person of the Godhead. Vain fear I inasmuch as -it is 
abundantly clear from many passages of Cyprian, that he 
believed in the whole consubstantial Trinity, an assertion 
which we may also with good grounds make with regard to 
the other fathers, who have used a similar mode of expres- 
sion. Thus in his letter to Jubaianus, about baptizing here- 
tics, he proves that the baptism of heretics is not valid by 
this argument^; "K any one,'' he says, '* could be baptized 
among heretics, it follows that he might also obtain remis- 
sion of sins. K he has obtained remission of sins, [he has 
also been sanctified and made the temple of God,] I ask. Of 
what God ? If [you say] of the Creator, he could not [be 
so], for he has not believed in Him: if of Christ, neither 
could he have been made His temple, who denies that 
Christ is God. If of the Holy Ghost, seeing that the Three 
are One {cum tres unum sint,) how can the Holy Ghost be 
at peace with him who is an enemy either of the Son or of 
the Father?'' Here you see that the Holy Ghost is ex- 
pressly called God, equally with the Father and the Son, as 
we have already ™ observed was done by TertuUian. You 
may also, by the way, observe that Cyprian, in this place, 
certainly has an eye to the passage of John, in his Ist Epistle 
[367] V. 7, " And these three are One" {et hi tres unum sunt). In 
his treatise * On the Unity of the Church,' however, (chap. 4, 
near the end), he professedly quotes this passage, in these 
words °; '' Concerning the Father, the Son, and the Holy 



I Si, baptizari quia apud hsreticos 
potuit, utique et remissam peccatonim 
consequi potuit Si peccatorum remis- 
sam consecutus est, et sanctificatus est, 
et templum Dei factus est; [si sanctifi- 
catus est, si templum Dei factus est,] 
qnsro, cujus Dei? si Creatoris, non 
potuit, quia in eum non credidit : si 
Christi, nee hujus fieri potuit templum, 
qui negat Deum Christum : si Spiritus 



Sancti, cum tres unum sint, quomodo 
Spiritus S. placatus esse ei potest, qui 
aut Filii aut Patris inimtcus est. — Pa^ 
106. [p. 133. The words within brack- 
ets were omitted by fip. Bull.] 

" [Page 202.] 

" [£t iterum de Patre, et Filio, et 
Spiritu Saiicto scriptum est, Et hi ires 
unum sunt. — [Page 195, 196.] 
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Ghost^ it is written, 'And these Three are One'.' " So also, book n. 
before Cyprian, Tertullian manifestly alluded to the same §2/3. 



passage in his work against Praxeas, c. 25°; ''The eonnec- cyprian. 
tion/' he says, " of the Father in the Son, and of the Son * unum. 
in the Paraclete prodaces Three coherent, one from another; 
and these Three are one [substance] {unum), not one [per- 
son] {unus) P/' This is to be observed in opposition to those 
who suspect that these words were introduced into the text 
of John by the Catholics, after the Arian controversy. To 
return, however, to the point from which I have digressed 
a little. Cyprian, in the same epistle to Jubaianus^^ also 
proves that baptism conferred in the name of Jesus Christ 
only*, is of no efficacy, from the circumstance that " He 'insoloJ.C. 
Himself commands the nations to be baptized in the full and "°™'°^' 
united' Trinity." Where by "the full and united Trinity'' ■ adunau. 
it is manifest that the Three Persons, the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Ghost are designated, as all subsisting in one 
Godhead; and, therefore, that the Holy Ghost, equally with 
the Son, is united^ with God the Father in the same fellow- « adunari. 
ship of Divine honour*. • in eodem 

8. In opposition to these passages of Cyprian, so clear QoHB^con- 
and so express, Sandius'', in order to persuade the reader "<'^<'- 
that this most blessed martyr favoured the heresy which was 
afterwards called Arian, brings forward, or rather refers to % < indicat 
certain expressions of Cyprian, which may seem to savour of 
Arianism^. Most of them, however, relate to the economy ^ ^ Arianis- 
of the Son j as that Christ prayed to the Father to glorify ™™ "" 
Him, and fulfilled His will even unto the obedience of drink- • oUoyo- 
ing the cup, and of undergoing death, &c. Others are to ^' 
be referred to the subordination of the Son, in that He is I* ^ 
the Son, to the Father, as to His Principle and Author^. > pHnci- 
On this ground it is, that Cyprian, in his 74th epistle, J^™ 'ir* 
addressed to Pompeius, declares that the Holy Ghost is less suum. 
than the Son *, as he that is sent is less than he that sends 

• CoDnexns Patris in Filio, et Filii q [Quando] ipse Christus gentes 

in Paraclete tres efflcit cohserpntes, baptizari jubeat in plena et adunaU 

alteram ex altero ; qui tres unum sint, TnniUte.— Page 107. [p. 135.] 

non unus [quomodo dictum est, ego » Enucl. Hist. Eccles., i. p. 112, 

et Pater unum sumus; ad substantias 113. 

unitatem non ad numeri siogularita- ■ [Page 139. St Cyprian docs not 

tem. — Page 515.] say this; his words are; Qui potest 

P [See also Tertullian de Baptismo, apud haereticos baptizatus Christum 

c. 6. p. 226. — B.] induere, multo magis potest Spiritum 

BULL. TT 
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him. The rest are mere calumnies fattened by Snudms 
on the holy martyr; as^ for instanoe, when he asserts tiiat 
Cyprian taagfat^ '' that Christ was created' out of the month 
' of the Most High/' It is true that Cyprian, in the seocmd 
book of his Testimonies against the Jews^ c. 1, qaotes the 
words of Solomon, (Prov. viii. 22 — 80, indnsive,) with the 
yiew of proving, that ''Christ is tiie First-begotten', the 
Wisdom of God, by whom all things were made V He 
then cites a passage firom Eoclus. xxi¥. in wlaeh these words 
occur ; '' I (Wisdom) came forth out of the mouth of tiie 
Most High, the first-begotten before every creature.'' Bat 
who would hence infer with Sandius, that Cyprian taught, 
that Christ was created' or made out of the mouth of God, 
like the word, that is, of a human being, which has no ex- 
istence before it be put forth from the mouth, as the Valeo- 
tinian and other heretics supposed. Nay, in these Tciy 
books of Testimonies Cyprian expressly teaches out of the 
Scriptures, that the Son of God has neither b^inmng nor 
end of existence, as will be shewn in its proper phuse*. 
With the like unfairness the sophist cites the following 
opinion as if it were Cyprian's; ''That Christ did not pre- 
sume to compare Himself to God, neither is He equal to 
Him, but that the Father is greater ;'' subjoining, '' state- 
ments which Huet in his Origeniana, book iii. append, n. \% 
allows to saTour of Arianism;'' and adds, ''that is to say, 
lotQ thinks it robbery^, for Christ to be equal with God; 
[and] that there is as much difference between Christ and 
God, as there is between the Apostles and Christ/^ The 
reader who loves the truth, however, should know, that ia 
a short treatise on the Celibacy of the Clergy^, the follow- 
ing words are indeed found » : ''If Christ ventured to com- 
pare Himself to God, who saith. My Father is greater than 
I ; or if the Apostles ventured to equal^ themselves to Christ, 



Sanctum, quern Christus misit, acci- 
pere. Caeterum major erit mittente, 
qui miBBus est, ut incipiat foris bapti- 
zatus Christum quidem induiue sed 
Spiritum Sanctum non potuisse perci- 
pere: his argument, that on the view 
he is opposing the Holy Spirit would 
be greater than the Son*-Ue who ia 
Bent than He who sends.] 

< Christum primogenitum esse, Sa- 
pientiam Dei, per quem omnia facta 



sint .... Ego ex ore Altissimi prodivi 
primogenita ante omnem creaturam. 
[p. 284.] 

« [Book iii. ch. iv.J 

* Si Christus se ipsum comparare 
ansus est Deo, qui ait, Paier maJT me 
»tti aut si Apostoli coaequare semet- 
ipsos ausi sunt Christo, et nos hodie 
apostoli 8 aequales facit consimilis for- 
titude — Page 304. [p. clxxiz.] 
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a fortitude l&e theirs makes us also at the present day book u. 
equal to Apostles ;'' but all learned men^ at this day^ in- ^13^*4^' 
dnding Huet himsetf, agree in thinking that this treatise is Cyprian. 
spurious and supposititiojis. ''That this work is not Cy- 188 
prian's/' such are the words of Huet in the passage cited by 
Sandius, '^ is proclaimed by the following barbarous phrases^ 
of a dass of which you find none in the pure and polished 
language of Cyprian ; conetittUionarios, repiUaorium, vulgari- 
talis, fluamrarum, probrontas, SfC. Who would say^ that 
Cyprian was the father of monstrosities such as these V 
Here is an excellent specimen of the candour of Sandius I 
Meanwhile^ the words quoted^ whosesoever they be, easily 
admit of a sound interpretation^ and may be understood of 
Christ, whilst living upon earth, and fulfilling the economy 
of our redemption^ Nay, that this was the very meaning 
of the author is apparent from his quoting, after a few in- 
tervening sentences, the following words out of the Epistle 
to the Philippians, chap, ii.7; ''Let this mind be in you, 
which was also in Christ Jesus, who being in the form of God 
•thought it not robbery to be equal with God, but emptied 
Himself *, and took upon Him the form of a servant.^' This * exinani- 
passage of Paul, thus translated, manifestly intimates that ^c,!;] '^ "^ 
Christ, inasmuch as He was' in the form of God, might in- ' constitu- 
deed, without arrogance and without any injury to God His 
Father, have thought Himself equal to God, and have borne 
Himself as such : but, notwithstanding. He emptied Him- 
self, &c. Sandius again foully calumniates the saint, in at- 
tributing to him presently afterwards this heresy; ''That 
the Word" (in Christ) " was in the stead of a soul ;" for it 
is the unvarying doctrine of Cyprian, as all who are not 
altogether strangers to his writings are aware, that the Word, 
or Son of God, took on Him not only flesh, but man' and 'hominem. 
the son of man, that is to say, true and perfect man, con- [370] 
sisting of a reasonable soul and a human body. 

4. But who, that has any love for truth and candour, 
could patiently endure this most shameless sophist, when 
he endeavours to prove out of Buffinus, that Cyprian was 
an Arian? "Wherefore/' these are his words, " Buffinus, in 

' Hoc sentite de Tobis, quod et in tus est esse se squalem Deo, sed seme- 
Christo Jesa, qui cum in forma Dei tipsum exinanivit, formam servi acci- 
esset constitutus, non rapinam arbitra- pieos. — ^p. 305. [p. clxzix.] 

v2 
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OH THB his Apology for Origen^ says, that 'very many in those parts/ 

sTANTiA^ (he is speaking of Constantinople,) ' were persuaded that the 
LiTT OF holy martyr Cyprian was of that belief, which has been set 

forth, not correctly, by TertuUian in his writings.' TertuUian 

he certainly honoured with the title of master, and applied 

> incubttit himself^ daily to the study of his writings ; and that Tertnl- 
lian's belief was Arian, we have already stated/' A little 
after he subjoins, " It is clear from the words of Ruffinns 
which immediately precede, that Arianism and Macedonian- 
ism were what Buffinus and the orientals meant/' But with 
what face could he hare referred his reader to the preced- 
ing words of Ruffinus? seeing that from them it will be 
clearer than noon- day, that most dishonestly is Buffinus 
alleged to prore that Cyprian's belief was the same as that 
of Anus. Here, reader, is the passage of Buffinus entire'; 
"The whole collection^ of the Epistles of the martyr St. 
Cyprian," he says, " is usually written in one volume : in 
this collection, certain heretics who blaspheme against the 
Holy Ghost, inserted a short treatise of TertuUian on the 
Trinity, written, so far as regards the truth of our faith, in 
a way open to blame ; and making as many transcripts as 
they could from these copies, they caused them to be circu- 
lated throughout the great city of Constantinople at a low 
price, in order that people, attracted by the smallness of 
the price, might the more readily buy their unknown and 
latent snares; that by this means the heretics might be 

*fidem per- able to gain belief for their misbelief from the authority 
of so great a man. It happened, however, that not long 
after this had been done*, certain of our catholic brethren, 
happening to be there', laid open the artifices of the villainy 
which had been practised, and in some measure recovered 
such as they could from the entanglement of this error; not- 



s 
corpus. 



[S7l] 



fidis SU8B. 

* recent! 
adhuc 
facto. 

• inTenti 



' See Riiffinus' Apology for Origen 
among the works of Jerome, torn. ix. 
p. 131. Sancti Cjrpriani, martyris 
solet omne Epistolanim corpus in uno 
codice scribi. Huic corpori hsre- 
tici quidam, qui in Spiritum S. bias- 
phemant, Tertulliani libellum de Tri- 
nitate reprehensibiliter, quantum ad 
Tcritatem fidei nostrs pertinet, scrip- 
tum inserentes, et quamplurimos co- 
dices de talibus exemplariis conscri- 
bentes, per totam Constantinopolim 



urbem maximam distrahi pretio Tiliori 
fecerunt, ut exigultate pretii homines 
illecti ignotos et latentes dolos facilius 
compararent: quo per hoc invenirent 
hspretici perfidisB suae fidem tanti viri 
auctoritate conquirere. Accidit tamen, 
ut recent! adhuc facto quidam ex nos- 
tris fratribus catholicis invent! admissi 
sceleris commenta retegerent, et ex 
parte aliqua, si quos possent, ab erro- 
ris hujus laqueis revocarent Quam- 
plurimis tamen in illis partibus, sane- 



inserted by heretics among the Epistles of Cyprian. 293 

withstanding^ very many in those parts were persuaded that book ii. 
the holy martyr Cyprian was of that belief, which has been set ^"$4' 
forth, not correctly, by Tertullian in his writings." By this Cyprian. 
time any one may clearly see that the heretics at Constanti- 
nople were Pneumatomachians, who were endeavouring to 
persuade others that Cyprian's belief was different from the 
catholic ; and that they went about to prove this not from 
any genuine work of the martyr, (inasmuch as he has every 
where written as a Catholic on the doctrine of the Holy 
Trinity,) but from a treatise of some other writer, which 
these worthless deceivers had themselves inserted among the 
works of Cyprian, by an impious fraud which was soon after 
discovered by the Catholics. And, in truth, no ecclesias- 
tical writer has ever stated that Cyprian wrote a work on 
the Holy Trinity. Nor indeed do I believe that that treatise 
which these heretics circulated* was Tertullian's throughout, > Tendiu- 
but that it was in many places corrupted by themselves. *"™' 
For Tertullian never held the opinions of the Pneumatoma- 
chians, but, even when he had fallen into heresy, constantly 
believed three Persons of one Godhead, and expressly called 
the Holy Ghost God, as well as the Father and the Son, as 
is evident from the passages which we have already quoted 
from him. But the Catholics of that period did not care 
much about the character and reputation of Tertullian ; for, 
on account of other doctrines of his, he was at that time 
regarded among all the orthodox as a heretic and an alien 
from the Church. Of Novatian, too% whose treatise on the 
Trinity (the one, I mean, which is now extant among the 
works of Tertullian) was thought by Jerome to have been [372] 
that which was circulated by the heretics, almost the same 
must be said^; for he too held the catholic view on the 
Trinity, as we shall presently shew. The reader, however, 134 
may see further from these and many other indications, what 
it is that Sandius means by " bringing out the kernel^ of ec- 'enucleare. 
clesiastical history -/' namely, to seek out and bring together, 
from every quarter, exploded and silly stories, and manifest 

turn martyrexn Cyprianum hujus fidei, * See Jerome, advera. Ruffin. Apol. 

qu8B a TertuUiano non recte scripta ii. 5, sub finem, [§ 19. to). iL p. 513.] 
est, fuisse persuasum est [Epilog, ad ^ [That i«, that his work was cor- 

Apol. sive de Adult Lib. Orig., p. rupted by tliose who circulated it as 

53.] St Cyprian's.] 
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ON THE falsehoods^ wherewith to gain credit aind aizthority for tbe 
sTANTiA- condemned heresy of the Arians*. And thus far haye we laid 
irTY OP open the views of Cyprian. 

THE SON. * ■' * 

NoYATiAN ^' ^^^* *^ Cyprian follows Novatian, or the author of tlie 
treatise On the Trinity % which we have just mentioned* 
Of this author Petavius^ declares, 'Hhat he did not speidi 
>pleraque. with sufficient accuracy, nay, that he has made very many^ 
absurd statements'' respecting the mystery of the Trinity; 
and Sandius% relying, as usual, too much on Petavius's judg- 
ment, classes him amongst those who taught the same opin- 
ions as Arius, before his time. It will, however, be shewn in 
accurata. ^^^ proper place, that these 'inaecurate^ and absurd state- 
• oIkovo' ments' ought to be referred either to the economy* of the 
J'***!'' ., Son, or to that inferiority* which the Son has when com- 

^minonta- ' , *' 

tern. pared with the Father, regarded as His Author and Prin- 

» auctorem ciplc*, which [inferiority] has been acknowledged by all Ca- 
pium?^*' tholics, even since the coancil of Nice. In the meantime 
we will prove, by adducing a few, but those very clear testi- 
monies from the author himself, that, whoever he was, he by 
< in rei no means agreed in opinion with Arius on the chief point^. 
suxnma. r£^ ^j^j^ pj.QQf ^^ premise this one observation, that Petavius 

himself elsewhere' acknowledges, in express terms, that those 

[373] 'inaccurate and absurd statements,' which the author in* 

serted in his work, ''are at variance with the catholic rule, 

either in the mere mode of expression, or at any rate without 

7 citramys- trenching on the substance of the mystery'." With this 

stantiain! brief observation, let us pass on to the subject itself. In the 

8 divinito- twcuty-third chapter* the author thus establishes the divinity* 

strait of Christ; "If Christ be merely man, how is it that He says, 

[John xTi. ' I came forth from God, and am come,' since it is certain 

28 1 

'^ that man was made by God, and did not come forth from 

God r but in a manner in which man did not come forth 
from God, did the Word of God come forth [from Him] ;" 
presently he adds, " [It was] God, therefore, [that] came 

« Novatian wrote this treatise ''on quomodo dicit, Ege ex Deo proMi, et 
the Trinity/' about the year 257, It venit cum constet hominem a Deo fac- 
ts usually printed with the works of turn esse, non ex Deo processisse ? ex 
Tertullian. Cave. — Bowyer. Deo autem homo quomodo non pro- 
* De Trinit. i. 5. 5. cessit, sic Dei Verbum prooessiL . . . 
' Enucl., Hist Eccl., i. p. 110. Deus ergo processit ex Deo, dom qui 
' Preface to vol. ii. 5, 8. processit Sermo, Deus est, qui pro- 
' Si homo tantummodo Christus, cessit ex Deo. — [p. 721.] 
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forth from QoA, inasmuch as the Word whieh came forth is book u. 
God, who came forth from God.^' What is there said, almost ^f^^'^ 
in the Nicene Creed itself, more explicitly opposed to Arins ? novatian. 
for the author expressly opposes these two things, to be made 
by God, and to eo$ne forth from God; and he aflSrms no less 
expressly that Christ, in His more excellent nature, was not 
made ; in other words ^ was not^ created, but proceeded from ^ eive. 
God Himself, and therefore is God of God. A little after- ™*°*™*- 

, • ex. 

wards in the same chapter^, he says again ; '^ If Christ be 
only man, what is [the meaning of] that which He says, 
'I and the Father are One?' For in what sense [is it true 
that] ' I and the Father are One,' if He be not both God 
and Son, who on that account may be called One [with 
the Father], in that He is of Him^ and in that He is His ^ ex ipso. 
Son, and in that He is bom of Him, seeing that He is 
found to have proceeded from Him, — through which also 
He IB God/' From this passage there is a clear refutation 
of Petavius's calumny against the author of this treatise, 
where he alleges that^ ^' he explained those words in the tenth 
of John, ' I and the Father are One/ in a manner almost 
Arian ;" quoting, in confirmation of this censure, those words 
of his out of the 22nd chapter^ ; '' But in that He saith 'One/ 
it is with reference to concord, and sameness of sentiment, 
and to the fellowship itself of lore ; so that the Father and [374] 
the Son are with good reason One, through concord, and 
through love, and through affection." But, I affirm, it is 
certain from the passage which we just now adduced, that 
the author altogether understood those words of John as 
Catholics do, not of concord alone, or consent of will, (as 
the Arians did,) but also, and primarily, of that commu- 
nion of substance which exists between the Father and the 
Son. This indeed the author expresses clearly enough in 
that very passage which Fetavius cites: in that he imme- 
diately subjoins these words, (which Petavius against all good 

b Si homo tantummodo Christus, Deus est — [p. 722.] 

quid est quod ait, Ego et Pater unum ' Ubi supra. 

Mumui ? quomodo enim Ego et Pater ^ Unum autem quod ait, ad eoncor- 

unum twnut, n non et Deus est et diam et eaudem sententiam, et ad ip- 

Filius, qui idcirco unum potest dici, sam charitatis societatem pertinet ; ut 

dum ex ipso est, et dum Filius ejus merito unum sit Pater et Filius per 

est, et dum ex ipso nascitur, dum ex concordiam, et per amorem, el per di* 

ipso processisse reperitur, per quod et lectionem. — [p. 720.] 
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ON THE faith^ suppresses*;) "And since He is of* the Father, what- 

s^ANTrA- soever That* is, the Son is ; the distinction still remaining, 

LiTY OF that He who is the Son, be not the Father, forasmuch aa 

HE80W. j^gj|.j^gy jg jjg |.jjg Qq^ ^Jj^ jg ^jjg Father." For, without 

' baud 

boni fide, doubt, he is here attacking exclusively the heresy of SabeUiaa, 
' ^^- which declares the Father and the Son to be in such sense 

^ ' One, as altogether to do away with the distinction of Persons. 
In opposition to this heresy he teaches, that the Father and 
Son are indeed One, as well by consent of will as by unity of I 
substance also, since the Son is derived from the very foun- 
tain of the Father's essence; but that notwithstanding they 
are altogether Two in subsistence, or (in other words) in per- 
son. Certainly the unfairness of the Jesuit Petavius towards 
the ancient writers is quite intolerable, in thus wresting, as 
he does throughout, to a foreign and heretical sense, their 
sound and catholic statements, [and that] in opposition to 
their own evident mind and view. 

6. But I return to our author, in order to adduce but 
one passage more from him, such as to confirm most clearly 
the consubstantiality of the Son. It will be found in the 
eleventh chapter™, where the author thus speaks of the two- 
fold nature of Christ, the divine and the human: ''For 
Scripture as well proclaims on the one hand that the Christ 
is God, as it proclaims on the other hand that God is very 
[875] man : it sets forth as well Jesus Christ [as] man, as it sets 
forth the Lord Christ [as] God also. Forasmuch as it does 
not put before us that He is the Son of God only, but also 
[that He is the Son] of man ; nor does it say that He is 
[the Son] of man only, but is wont to speak of Him as 
[the Son] of God also ; that so, seeing He is of Both, He 
* utnim- may be [proved to be] Both*, lest, if He were One of the 
^altenim ^wo* Only, He could not [be proved to be even] that One*. 

"altenim. FoR AS NATURE ITSELF HAS TAUGHT^ THAT HE WHO IS OF 

' prsescrip- 

■it 1 £t quoniam ex Patre est, quicquid Christum Dominum. Quoniam nee 

illud est, Filius est; manente tamen Dei tantum ilium Filium esse propo- 

distinctione, ut non sit Pater ille qui nit, sed et hominis; nee hominis tan- 

Filius, quia nee Filius iUe qui Pater turn dicit, sed et Dei referre consuerit; 

est — [Ibid.] ut dum ex utroque est, utrumque sit, 

n Tarn enim Scriptura etiam Deum ne, si alterum tantum sit, alterum esse 

adnuntiat Christum, quam etiam ipsum non possit Ut enim prascripsit 

hominem adnuntiat Deum; tam ho- ipsa natura hominem creoendum 

minem descripsit Jesum Christum, esse, qui ex homine sit, ita badbm 

quam etiam Deum quoque descripsit natura prjescribit et deum cre- 
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llAN^ MUST BE BBLIBVED TO BE MAN^ 80 THE SAME NATURE BOOK II. 
EQUALLY TEACHES THAT He ALSO MUST BE BELIEVED TO BE ^^JIl*/ 

OoD^ WHO IS OF God ; lest^ if He be not God also, whenas Notatian. 
He is of God^ He be not man either^ albeit He be of man ; 
and so in either one of the two both be endangered^ the 
one being proved to have lost its credibility through the 
other/^ Surely^ his mind must be completely in the dark^ 185 
who does not at once clearly see, that in these words it is 
most explicitly taught^ that Christ is consubstantial with God 
the Father^ in that He is of God Just as He is consubstantial 
with us men^ in that He is of man ; and that He is not less 
very God, than He is very man. For the rest, I will add 
concerning this author, though it is not required by my 
argument ^, that he held the catholic doctrine respecting the ' ez abun- 
Holy Ghost also. For in chap. 29, at the very beginning, 
he teaches that, according to the rule of faith, we must 
believe not only in the Father and the Son, but also in the 
Holy Ghost : and in the course of the chapter, he assigns 
to the Holy Ghost such powers and operations as are in 
no wise compatible with a created being : and lastly, near 
the end of the chapter, he expressly attributes to the same 
Holy Ghost "divine eternity." In what sense, however, he 
said that the Holy Ghost is less than the Son we have shewn 
elsewhere ^. And let it suffice to have said thus much at 
present concerning this author. 

7. We shall number Theognostus of Alexandria with the Thbo- 
writers mentioned in this chapter; although the age when °''*^""** 
he lived is scarcely ascertained ^. This one thing we may be [376] 
assured of, that he was much earlier than the Nicene council, 
and later than Origen. It is certain that he was later than 
Origen, because Photius taunts' him as a follower of Origen. > mgillat 
But that he lived long before the council of Nice you may 
gather from the fact, that Athanasius (in his treatise on 
that passage in the Gospel, ** Whosoever shall speak a word 
against the Son of Man,'' Sec.) enumerates ^ him among '' the 

OENDUM EBSEy QUI EX DEO SIT; DC si ■ See aboYe, c. 8. § 17. [p. 132.] 
non et Deus fuerit, cum ex Deo sit, * Theognostus seems to have flou- 

jam nee homo sit, licet ex homine fue- rished about the year 270. Cave. — 

lit, et in alterutro utramque periclite- Bowyer. 

tur, dum alteram altero fidem perdi- p Tom. i. p. 971. [Epist iY. ad Se- 

disse couTincitur. — [p. 713.] rap. 9. toL i. p. 702.] 
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ancients/' {irakatow avhpas) \ and plaeea his testimony next 
after that of Origen. The same Athanaaius^ in his work on. 
the Decrees of the Nicene council % calls him '' a learned 
man/' {avhpa Xoyiov,) and in the treatise quoted just before 
he gives him the appellation of '^ the admirable/' {top Oetu^ 
fidaiov). He was the author of books of the Hypotyposes' 
which have long ago been lost. But out of the second of 
them Athanasius quotes this illustrious testimony to the con- 
substantiality'; ''The substance of the Son is not any one 
that was brought in' firom without, nor was it superinduced 
out of nothing ; but it sprang ' firom the substance of the 
Father, as the radiance^ of the light, and vapour of water; 
for neither the radiance, nor the vapour, is the water itael^ 
or the sun itself; nor yet is it any thing alien, but it is aa 
effluence of the Father's substance, yet so that the Father's 
substance underwent not division. For as the sun remains 
the same and is not diminished by the rays poured forth by 
it, so neither did the Father's substance undergo alteration, 
in having the Son an image of itself." Surely nothing was 
ever said, even in the venerable council of the Nicene fiftthers 
itself, more expressly opposed to the Arians. 

8. And, consequently, that cannot be true which Photins 
writes, cod. 106, (which yet not only Sandius ', but the very 
learned Huet^ also, places confidence in,) to the effect that 
this Theognostus taught, and that in the very book which 
Athanasius cites, the second book of the Hypotyposes, that 
the Son of God, in the sense in which He is properly the Son 
of God, is a created being. Nay, Fhotius himself detracts 
from his own trustworthiness, when, towards the conclusion, 
of the same chapter, he states that Theognostus said that the 
Son of God is " not circumscribed in His operationV' which 
certainly cannot be said of any creature. Moreover he soon 
after admits that this writer, in the seventh book of his Hypo- 
typoses, treated with more reverence* both of other subjects^ 



<> Tom. L p. 274. [§ 25. ▼oL i. p. 
280.] 

' oitK ^o^4p rif iirruf iipwptButra 4 

l^v, As rou <puThs rh kraCyturfia, in 
f^aros iarfAtr oir* yhp rh hwrnbyofffia, 
ot^ff 4 hrfiXst tArh rh 88«#p iarXv, il 



&ir(fppo<a r^f rov ircrrp^f oiwfar, o^ 
fiwpurfihr t^ofitufdarjit r^t rov merphs 
ohcias. its yiip fi4tfuy 6 1i\tos 6 a&r^r 
od /icioOrnt rout iKX^ofi^pms if^ oArov 
oAytut, oSrots oM ^ o^ia rov Xlarphi 
kKKoimrw tv4fMtr9Vt ciic^ra javr^t Ixov 
<ro rhv vl6v, — Ibid, 

' Enud. H. E., L p. 109. 

' Origenian., p. 45. [p. 184.] 
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" and especially, towards the end of the book, concerning boo» it. 

CRAP X 

the Son"." Certainly, what Theognostus wrote in that place ^ 7/3/ 
respecting the Son of God mnst have been very excellent, theo^^ 
when Photins himself commended it as expressed with espe- ^w®"""* 
cial reverence'. But who can believe, that so great a man, as ' pie jm- 
it is certain Theognostus was, could maintain in the same dlcti^' 
treatise positions so incompatible? The truth is, Photius, 
from his very bitter hatred to Origen, was unfair towards 
this Theognostus also, his follower and defender, and on that 
account he understood his writings in a bad sense, or rather 
wished them to be so understood by others. Theognostus, it 
would appear^, made that statement as the opinion of others, ' tcilicet 
with whom he was disputing, and not as declaring his own [^78] 
view. This is gathered, not obscurely, from Photius himself, 
for, after charging Theognostus with the blasphemy in ques- 
tion, he soon after introduces a supposed person defending 
that illustrious man, on the ground that he had put forward 
these statements, " by way of argument, and not as his own 
opinion,'' (iv yvfiva^las \6y<fi koI ov Bo^s). And this Pho- 
tius does not deny, but only censures a method of disputa- 
tion of that kind, at least respecting the divine mysteries, 
and in a written discourse ; although I have no doubt that 
he would have easily forgiven this fault in any other writer 
who was not an Origenist. The great Athanasius, however, 
puts the point beyond all controversy ; for, after having re- 
cited the testimony of Theognostus, which we have quoted 
above, he immediately adds<; ^'Theognostus then, having 
prosecuted the above enquiries in the way of argument, 
afterwards, in laying down his own view, expressed himself 
thus.'' It is therefore clear that, in this second book of Hy- 136 
potyposes, Theognostus had first put forward the views of the 
heterodox, and amongst them the opinion of those, who said 
that the Son of God was a created being : and this in such 
a way as, to a certain degree, to assume their character, and 
represent their arguments ; that at last, however, he stated 
his own purely catholic view, which was opposed to theirs, in 
the words quoted by Athanasius. 

" [c^ff/3^ffTcp^y wots wot re r&p ■ 6 fikv olr Ot^rwrrof, rh wp^rtpa 

tfAAa»y 8iaAa^3^c<*] ffo) fJiXtara wpbs its 4p yvitvatrU^ i^erdo^aSt tortpor r^r 

Tf> r^Affi rov \6yov wtpl rov viov. — jairroG 96ltaf riBtUf o^mt tXftiKW, — [S. 

[Phot cod. 106.] Athan., ubi supra.] 
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ON THE 9. That which Photius further objects against Theognos- 
nAST^A-- ^^^> namely, that he taught that the Son of Gk>d '^ presides 
LiTY OF over rational beings only/' (t&v XoyiK&v fi6vov eirurrareiv,) 

'- is easily removed. For it would seem that the holy man by 

no means meant^ that the dominion of the Son is in such 
wise tied to rational creatures^ as that the other creatures are 
excluded from His rule. Far be it I For how could he have 
restrained the divine providence and power of the Son of Grod 
[379] from any one of Grod's creatures, who declared, as Photiujs 
himself, as we have seen, admits, that the Son is in no de- 
gree whatsoever circumscribed in His power and operation? 
What follows ? Without doubt Theognostus meant the same 
as his master Origen, who, as Photius (cod. 8) reports, taught' 
''that the Father indeed pervades all things that exist, the 
Son so far only as rational beings, the Holy Ghost so far 
only as the saved.'' And how these statements ore to be 
understood, we learn from Huet in his Origeniana ' ; " These 
UiroT^/iM assertions," he says, ''if taken thus apart from the context*, 
sumpta. ^jQ^^ scarcely escape censure. But if any one will look rather 
to the meaning of Origen than to his words, he will think 
otherwise. For although the external operations of the Holy 
Trinity be one and the same, and whatsoever in things ex- 
ternal [to the Godhead] the Father doeth, that the Son also 
doeth, [and] that the Holy Ghost also doeth; still there are 
certain things which are usually assigned to the Father, others 
to the Son, others to the Holy Ghost. As, therefore, to 
the Father is commonly attributed the creation of the world, 
although it is [the work] of the Three Persons equally, so does 
« K6yos. Origen ascribe to the Son, who is Reason', the care of all rea- 
' Koyiismv. sonable beings', and assigns to the Holy Ghost the bestowing 
of holiness, according to Romans i. 4, and 2 Thess. ii. 13, al- 
though it be owing to the whole Trinity. In 1 Peter i. 2, it is 
written ' According to the foreknowledge of God the Father, 
< in sanctU unto sanctification^ of the Spirit,uuto obedience and sprinkling 
ficaUonem. ^^ ^^^ ^j^^ ^f j^^^ Christ.' " That this was Origen's mean- 

ing Hiiet proves from the clearest testimonies alleged out 
of his works. To these he also adds an illustrious passage of 

' Si^KCM' li^p rhv iFar4pa 9ik irdyruv ibid.] 
r&v &tn09tff rhv 8i vihv fi^xp^ r&y ^071- > Lib. ii. p. 46, 47. [Quaest. 2. 28. 

K&y n6tfoy [fi6v<»if'\t rh Hk irvtvfia fi^XP^ P* 135.] 
li6vov [^ii6v9ov] T&¥ (rffatf<r|ii«yc0y.-.[Phot 
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Paacbasius the deacon, on the Holy Spirit, book i. e. 9% who book ii. 
adopts the sentiment of Origen, and writes thus ; "So far as it ^^"j^g ^ 
is found most manifestly in the Holy Scriptures, the Father xheo- 
Himself performs some operations by Himself, others in a onostus. 
special manner by the Son, others by the Holy Ghost, al- L^^^J 
though under the privilege* of a power common [to all'subpri- 
Three.] That we exist seems properly to be referred ^ i,^^^^^ 
the Father, 'in whom,' as the Apostle says, 'we live, and«<>™™^"- 
move, and have our being :' that, moreover, we are capable 
of reason, and wisdom, and righteousness, is especially at- 
tributed to Him, who is Reason, and Wisdom, and Righte- 
ousness, i. e., to the Son ; and that being called we are 
regenerated, and being regenerated are renewed, being re- 
newed are sanctified, is evidently ascribed in the divine ora- 
cles to the Person of the Holy Ghost" He further adds 
also a very remarkable testimony of Augustine^ ; '' Just as 
we call the Word of God alone peculiarly' by the name of >pioprie. 
Wisdom, although, in a sense which includes all^, both the ■ univcr- 
Holy Ghost and the Father Himself be Wisdom ; so is the ^^^^""^ 
Holy Ghost peculiarly designated by the name of Love*, al- ^chanutis. 
though, in a sense which includes all*, both the Father and * univer- 
the Son be Love." For the rest, the statement which the ■*^'*®'* 
same learned Huet had before made in the same passage, 
that Athanasius, in his treatise on Matthew xiL 32, ''had 
condemned^ both Origen and his disciple Theognostus" on^ezpio- 
account of these statements, is not true. For Athanasius only "■**' 
reminds us that the statements of both should be considered, 
and some deeper sense sought for in them. His words are 
these*' : " But I, from what I have learned, think that the 
opinion of each requires some measure^ of examination and ' ntrp(as. 



* Quantum in Scripturis Sanctis 
mauifestissime deprefaenditur, alia Pa- 
ter ipse per se, alia specialiter per 
Filium, alia per Spiritum Sanctum, 
licet sub privilegio potentise communis, 
operatur. Quia sumutt &c^ Fatrem pro- 
prie referri videtnr ; in quo, sicut apo- 
stolus dicit, vivimutf movemur, ei tumug. 
Quod vero rationis, et sapientis, et jns- 
tiUae capaces sumus, illi specialiter, qui 
est ratio et sapientia et justitia, id est, 
Filio deputatur. Quod autem Tocati 
reg^eneramur, et regenerati innovamur, 
Innovati sanctificamur, per divina elo- 
quia personsB Spiritus Sancti evidenter 
adscribiter.— [Bibl. Fatr. Colon. 1618. 



vol. T. part 8. p. 737.] 

^ Sicut unicum Dei Verbum pro- 
prie Tocamus nomine sapientia, cum 
sit universaliter et Spiritus Sanctus, et 
Fater ipse Sapientia; ita Spiritus S. 
proprie nuncupatur vocabulo eharitatis, 
cum sit universaliter charitas et Fater 
et Filius. — Lib. xv. de Trinit cap. 17. 
[vol. Tiii. p. 989. § 81.] 

iKar4pov itdyoteu^ fAvrplas rivhs BoKifia- 
trios hni€7ff$at ncol Korayo^o-cws, fi^ Apa 
KtKpvfifidyos 4<rrt ris iv abrois rois iirh 
a^up tlfnifA^pois fia06T€pos povs. — Oper. 
Athanas., torn. L p. 972. [Epist. iv. ad 
Scrap. 12. vol. i. p. 703] 
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ON THE oonsideratioiL^ ivlietber [it may not be^ tiiat] t^^e is scm^ 
8TANTIA- actual de^er meaning hidden under tbeir atatemeiits/' TJus 
LiTT OF certainly is not to rcgect Origen and Theo^iostus on accoont 
' of tlieae statements. That profoonder sense^ moreover, Hineft 
has himself drawn out and giyen to us. And let thus boh^ 
be said of the doctrine and &ith of the holy Theognostoa. 



£381] 



141 CHAPTER XI. 

[389] 

XM maCM » BBT FORTH T]IE G0N82NT OP THE BIOHTSIUS'^ Or BOKB AHP 
or iJU£XAND&IA WITH THE KICEIfE F^IHEBS. 

1. DioNYSixJS, bishop of Rome, who, whilst yet a preabyter, 
had been designated by his namesake^ Dionysius of Alexan- 
dria, '^ a learned and admirable man,'^ (}Myi6s re koX davpA" 
atos^,) flourished® in the reigns of the emperors Valerian and 
[300] GaUienus. In the fragments of this Dionysius there is nothing 
that incurs the censure of Fetavius, as savouring of Arianism ; 
on the contrary he is praised by him, as entertaining thoroughly 
catholic views regarding the Holy Trinity. Sandius himself 

* nihil Qon too, who has left nothing unturned' in antiquity, which might 

ruspatus gggj^ ^q make ever so little in favour of the Arians, v^y wisely 
observes a complete silence concerning this writer^ both in 
his work on Ecclesiastical writers, and in his Nucleus of Ec- 
clesiastical History. In order, however^ that the reader who 
loves truth may not be ignorant of so great a vindicator and 
witness of the catholic faith, we will bring forward his tea^ 
timony. He wrote a learned epistle against the Sabelliani^ 
which is lost ; a portion of it, however, of some length, well 

s auro con- worth its weight in gold', has been preserved by Athanasius; 

™!1^" in which there is contained a most complete confession of the 

carum. ^ 

Holy Trinity. For after having therein refuted the dogma 
of Sabellius, Dionysius goes on thus to speak against another 
heresy, the opposite of the Sabellian'; ''And I should natu- 
rally^ in the next place speak also against those who divide^ 

' See Eusebius, H. E., yii. 7. [These Roman Church from the year 259 to 

are the words of Eusebius, not of Dio- the year 269. Ca^e.-^BowYSR. 

nysius. — B.] ' i^ris 8* &y tUArus \4yotfu tmt nphs 

* He held the episcopate of the Zuupovyias,KaiKaTar4fu^9rras,Kttiii9i' 



His full testimony to the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, 803 

and cut up, and desta*oy that moat sacred doctrine of the book n. 
Church of God, the Monarchy, diyiding it into three powers § a!xi. f'l. 
(so to say^), and divided hypostases^, and Godheads three, diony^ 
For I understand that there are some of the catechists and "'"■ ^^^' 
teachers of the divine word among you, who are introduc- , 
ing this opinion ; who are, so to speak, diametrically opposed ^vas 6w 
to the opinions of Sabellius. For he blasphemes by assert- *^^ ***■ 
ing that the Son Himself is the Father, and conversely [that 
the Father is the Son] ; whilst these, in some sort, preach 
three Gods, dividing the Holy Unity* into three hypostases, ■ r^ At^o^ 
foreign to each other* [and] wholly separated. For the Di- H^^^^ix- 
Tine Word must needs be one* with the God of all; and the x^xw. 



Holy Ghost must needs repose* and habitate^ in God ; and '»''^<^«« 
further, thus® the Divine Trinity® must be gathered up and x^^y^' 
brought together into One**, as into a point", — ^the God (I ' Muura- 
mean) of all, the Almighty." These words are so express, r«q^-| 
that they need no inference of ours to shew, how extremely a ^^ ^ J, 
fiill and simple is the exposition, which they contain, of the ' r^v Btlw 
^hole doctrine of the Holy Trinity, in opposition to all here- ]^"/*t 
sies whatsoever. The same Dionysius, however, shortly after u Kopv^r. 
subjoins the following words against those who affirmed that 
the Son of God was a created beings ; '^ And no less should 
one censure those also who imagine that the Son is a thing 
made", and consider that the Lord has come into being" '* »**<>*«• 
just as one of the things that have been reaUy brought into y^^^" 
being** ; whereas the divine oracles attest for Him a beget- ^* r&y Sr- 
ting, such as is suitable and becoming, but not any form- ^^Jy*'^^ 
ing and making/' He immediately adds these words^; '^It 142 



powTos rh atfufdrarop iHipvytta rrit 
dKHXriclas rov BcoS, r^y fAOvapx^oVt tit 
Tptis ^vydfi9is rtpkSf letd fi9fiMpur/A4yas 
inroffrdatis, icai Ot^nrroi rpus' iriwv' 
fffiai yiip ftptu riwas rwpvap* ^fup ttarri' 
Xoinnwp «cal hiUurK6pronf r^p 0mp \6' 
yop rabrris i^rrtyrirks rijs ^po*^<r€«f 
ot Kwrk 9idfAtTpop, &s twos cIvcTi', kprl' 
KCivToi rp 2ai9cXA/oi; ypAfu^' 6 /a^p yhp 
fi\cur^fi€t, ainhp rhp vihp tlvat \4ywp 
rhp icaTipOf itaL tfiicdkiP' ol tk rpus 
Oco&5 Tp6irop riyd Knp(nrowTiPf elf 
rpf <t {nrovrdatit ^tpas &XA^Awy wav- 
rdxaat itfx»p«^M^''AS Siaipovrrff r^y 
kylap fioraSo. '^p&vOcu ykp ijfirfKti r^ 
9c^ rStp t\t»p rhp 9%iop \ayop' ifju^iKo- 
X«pc7y 8i T^ 6«^ icol Muurwrdai 8c7 
rh (kytop irpwfia' 1j9fi mU r^p Ocioy 



TputSa cif ?Mi, &<nrfp tls Kopv^p rarot 
rhp %thp r&p i\cfiP rhp woproKpdropa 
\4ym, atryKt^M/iotovtrOal rw kcU ovpA- 
ytaScu itaaa iufdyKrj. — Athauasius, de 
Decretis Synodi Niceeee, torn. i. p. 275. 
[§ 26. vol. i. p. 231.] 

( oit fitiop 8* Ap ris KaTafi4fAit>otro 
Koi rohs volrifia rhp ulhp tlpcu io^dfop- 
ras, itol ywyopipoi rhp K6pt0Pf &<nrtp tp 
T< rw 6prw5 ytPo/Atp^Pf pofti^opras, 
r&p BtiofP \oyitop y^ppJiffiP ahr^ r^ 
kpfidrrovaup aol wpdwovaeuff &W* oirxi 
ir\dfftp rtpk koI rroiifvip wpocftaprv- 
povprwp.^l^^. 23], 232.] 

* fiXdff^fJMP ohf oh rh rvxhpf A*^«- 
ffrop fi^p o^v, x««pO'o^'n'<>»' rpiirop TifA 
X4y*tp rhp K^piop, — [Ibid.] 
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Dumysius of Alexandria. 



ON THE is therefore a blasphemy, and no ordinary one, but rather the 
stantxa' greatest, to say that the Lord is in any way a handy-work/' 
LiTYOF Finally, after several statements which are well worthy of 
^ ' being read, Dionysius concludes thus*'; '* Neither therefore 
, ^o^pf. ought we to break up* the wonderful and divine Unity* into 
i9i¥, three Godheads, nor to Umit' the dignity and exceeding 

t/Aovrfdo. majesty of the Lord by saying that He is created*; but we 
* Tot^HTMu ®^g^* ^ believe in God the Father Almighty, and in Christ 
Jesus His Son, and in the Holy Ghost ; and that the Word is 
» 4y«<r6ai. One* with the God of all. * For 1/ says He, ' and the Father 
are One ;^ and, ' I am in the Father, and the Father in Me/ 
For in this way both the Divine Trinity, and the holy doc- 
« K^ipuy/M, trine^ of the Monarchy, wiU be preserved." Who at any 
time, even after the council of Nice, has written any thing 
better against the Anan or other heretical opinions touching 
the Trinity? But of the faith of this Dionysius of Rome, we 
shall say more in treating of Dionysius of Alexandria, to the 
elucidation of whose views I now proceed. 
Dionysius 2. Dionysius^, Bishop of |Alexandria, whom Eusebius, Ba- 
sil \ and others call the Great, was, as we have ahready in- 
timated, both the namesake and the contemporary of Dio- 
nysius of Rome ; and the histories of both, so far as concerns 
the subject of which we are treating, are so mutually inter- 
[393] woven, that one cannot be related fully without the other. 
Of this Dionysius, however, the Arians of old time used won- 
derfully to boast, as if he were their own ; and not without 
cause indeed, if we are to believe the modern Arian, Sandius, 
though in reality most unreasonably. But let us first hear 
what Sandius ' has written of him : " He taught,'' says he, 
'^ that the Son of God is a created being, and made ; not in 
nature one with, but a stranger and alien, in respect of sub- 
stance, to the Father, just as the husbandman is in relation 
to the vine, or the shipwright in relation to the ship ; for. 



Alex. 



'' olh' oZy Kara^€plj^9ty xph *^* rpus 
O^Srrrreu r^y Bav/uurr^r Kcd Bticof fio- 

Kcd rh ^tpfidWoy fiiytBos rov Kvplov' 
&XX& it€iri<rr9VKiyM ctf Bthy Uartpa 
wayroKpdropa, ical tts Xpurrhv 'Irjvovv 
rhif vlby alrov, koI ciV rh Hytov nvevfta* 
^v&aBcu 8i T^ Of 9^ r&y Sa»f rhv \6yov' 
*lLyi9 yiip, ^niffly koI 6 Uariip %¥ iafity 
Kol, '£7^ iy rf Tlvrpl, koI 6 Oar^p iy 



ifAoi. ofh-u yhp &y «cal ^ B^ia rpths koX 
rh Syioy K^ipvyfui rrji fMyapxw 9icurA- 
{V>iTO._[Ibid., p. 232.] 

* Made bishop about the year 232. 
Cave. — BowYER. 

^ Eusebins, H. £., lib. vil, at the 
▼ery beginning; Basil. £pist. Canon, 
ad Amphiloch. [Ep. 188, vol. iii. p. 
269.1 

> £nucL Hist Eccl, lip. 122. 
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he says, existing as a creature*, He was not before He was book ir. 
made^/' That you may understand, however, from what *^|*i!ls.*' 
masters Sandiua learned this, he shortly afterwards adds : d,o„y. ' 
"Huet (Origeniana ii. 2. q. 2. § 10, 25) says that Diony- siusAlex. 
sius of Alexandria gave utterance to unworthy and insuffer- creatura"^ 
able sentiments respecting the Trinity ; for that he said that existens. 
the Son is a work {iroiTj/jLa) of the Father, that is, a creature, antequwn 
and made, and unlike Him, and alien from the Father as to fieret. 
substance, as is the husbandman in relation to the vine ; and, 
forasmuch as He is a creature. He existed not before He was 
made ; and that he also uttered expressions little suited to' * parum 
the Spirit. And in chapter iii. § 6, he states that he was en^J^**^' 
the author of erroneous and absurd notions respecting the 
Trinity. Accordingly Dionysius Petavius not without rea* 
son* classes this his namesake also among those who pro- * non te- 
pounded the same doctrine as Arius before his time/' At ™®^®' 
last, he thus concludes : ^' It was not without ground*, then, * non im- 
that the Arians, in the very presence of Athanasius, boasted ™^"^* 
of Dionysius's agreeing with them/' These are the state- 
ments of Sandius. 

3. We, however, on the contrary, hesitate not to assert 
that the Arians appealed to the views of Dionysius, not only 
without grounds^ and falsely, but also most unwisely, and'temere. 
to the ruin of their cause ; nay, further, we contend that 
scarcely any thing occurs in the ecclesiastical history of the 
events which preceded the council of Nice, which makes [394] 
more against the Arians than the history of this very Dio* 
nysius, if faithfully told. Of that history, therefore, we will 
give a true and succinct relation. When the Sabellian heresy 
was daily spreading more and more in Egypt and Pentapolis, 
whence it had its origin, Dionysius, who was bishop of Alex- 
andria at the time, in writing an epistle against it addressed 
to Ammonius and Euphranor, in his anxiety to distinguish 
with extreme accuracy' the Persons [of the Godhead,] ap- ' accura- 
peared to lean to the other extreme; that is to say, not 
merely to distinguish the Divine Persons, by attributing to 
Each His own property, but also to divide Each from the 
Other in substance, and thus to deny that the Son was of 
one substance*^ with the Father. Hereupon, some of the^SfUM^top. 
people of Pentapolis accused him of treason against the 

BULL. T 



306 His otan vindication of Ma orthodoxy ; shewing thai, 

ON THE faith 1^ before the bishop of Rome^ who also at that time was 
sTANTiA- called by the same name^ Dionysius. A synod of bishops 
LiTY OF ^^ayins: been convened at Borne in this cause, the bishop of 

THE BON. O 111 1 t 1 • 

Alexandria was requested by them to make a declaration 

fideL of his views. He aocordii^ly wrote an apology to the afore- 
mentioned bishop of Rome, in which he defended himself 
from the calumnies which had been brought against him, 
'sartam and in so doing admirably preserved unimpaired^ the ca- 
^ ™' tholic doctrine respecting the consubstantiality, and satisfied 
the bishop of Borne in all points. St. Athanasius^ who was 
afterwards bishop of the same church of Alexandria, attests 
the truth of this^ both in his Commentary on the councils 
of Ariminum and Seleucia, and especially in the treatise 
which he wrote professedly in opposition to the Arians^ who 
used to boast that Dionysius had long before professed 
143 the same opinions as themselves. In refuting them, Atha- 
nasius informs us, that Dionysius held right views in all 
points respecting the catholic faith, and that what he had 
stated ambiguously in any part of his epistle to Ammonius 
and Euphranor, the same he had more clearly expUdned 
both in that epistle itself, and afterwards in some other 
writings of his, and especially in those, which he addressed to 
[395] his namesake, the bishop of Bome, which, as Eusebius and 
Jerome testify, were contained in four books. Persons, how- 
ever, who were not aware of these facts, and who had not 
read what had been written by Athanasius in defence of Dio- 
nysius, did not hesitate, even after this, to accuse Dionysius 
of famishing weapons to the Arians ; for instance, Basil and 
Gennadius of Marseilles ; although Basil", having afterwards 
learnt the facts of the case, as it would seem, made honour- 
able mention of him as an orthodox man. Buffinus° of Aqui- 
leia, however, was deceived in supposing that the writings 
of Dionysius had been tampered with and corrupted by the 
Arians. For Athanasius, in defending him, alleges no plea 
of this kind : on the contrary, he intimates that these writ- 
ings had remained entire and tincorrupted, even as he had 
written them, so as to exhibit clearly that their author's 



* Basil, ad Amphiloeh. de Spirit S. b Ruffin. Apolog. pro Orig^ne. [Sito 
c. 29. [^ 72. Tol. ill. p. SO.] D« Adult Ub. Grig., p. 60.} 



(i.) He did not hold the errors imputed to him. 307 

opinions were correct. Such is pretty nearly the history as book h. 
given to us in brief^ by Baronius. 1 3/4. 



4. Now in this history^ two points particularly call for our Diony- 
observation. First, it is clear from this that Dionysius of*'"* ^^^ 
Alexandria never really wrote what was objected against him 
by his accusers of Pentapolis, namely, that the Son of God, in 
that He is properly' the Son of God, is a creature or work : ■ proprie. 
and that at no time did he not' acknowledge the same Son > nunqnam 
of God to be of one substance and nature' with the Eather. ^^^' 
Athanasius proves this, first, fit>m the very title of the work eta/io>cn}. 
which this Dionysius addressed to Dionysius of Rome. The 
words of Athanasius are as follows® ; ''First, then, he entitled 
his epistle. Of Refutation and Defence\ And what is this, but < Exiyxov 
that he refutes his slanderers, and defends himself respect- !^gJl^^I 
ing what he had written? shewing that he had not himself logy), 
written with the meaning that Anus has supposed ; but that, 
when he mentioned what was spoken of the Lord in reference [396] 
to His human nature, he was not ignorant, that He was the 
inseparable Word and Wisdom of the Father .'' And indeed, 
if Dionysius had ever really held the views which his accusers 
of PentapoUs objected against him, he would not, (being, as 
he was, a man of remarkable piety,) have designated his re- 
ply to the charges made against him a Refutation and De- 
fence^ but rather a Confession or a Retractation*. For it is ' apologia. 
certain from his Apology itself, that Dionysius did not in a ^£^*°^ 
barefaced way^ defend the blasphemies laid to his charge; Jyvftrf 
nor if he had done so, would he ever have cleared himself ^•^*^P- 
to the satisfaction of Dionysius of Rome, who, as we have 
already shewn, was a man especially orthodox on the article 
of the Holy Trinity. Athanasius next proves the same 
from the circumstance, that Dionysius himself openly com- 
plained in his Apology, that his adversaries had not quoted 
his words fairly, but had maimed and mutilated them, and 
had framed from them, in this their maimed and mutilated 
form, certain heretical propositions to lay to his charge. 

* TpQrop fA^F ohf *Zk4yxov iral *Aro- trtw, Ihypa^p airrhst &\X* 8ri t&p &i^pw- 

Xo7(aT fyocnf^cr [leg. #irf7p(^cr, inscrip- wiwws ufniiiivmw wtp\ rov Kvf^ov funf 

sit, Bull. J lavTov r^F ^mttoA^f. toGto oBtU olic fryy((«t rovrop cTroi K^op koX 

M rt iirripf ^ 5ri robs fUr }^tv9ofi4povf ao^lop &8iafpcror rov FIcrrp^Y.^Atha- 

iK^Yx^i, W9pi ik &p $ypa^tp, AvoXoyci- uasius, de seDtentia Dionyaii Alex., 

Tcu ; 9€uepbs, 8ri /ij^, its *Apctot 6rcr^ torn. i. p. 669. [( 14. Tol. L p. 268.] 

x2 



308 Garbled extracts quoted from his writings, ' 

ON THB Xhe words of Athanasias. immediately following those wliich 

CONSUB* rf o 

BTANTiA- we have adduced, are express: ''In the next place/' says 

t"e\o!« AthanasiusP, *'he charges his accusers as not adducing his 
statements entire, but mutilating them ; and as speaking not 
with a good, but an evil conscience, just as they choose ; and 
he compares them to such as bring calimmious charges 
against the Epistles of the blessed Apostle : now a complaint 

> ^Knt. such as this on his part sets him entirely free from evil^ sns- 
[397] pidon/' Athanasius lastly shevrs, point by point, that Dio- 

s kwoxoyia. nysius had, in his Defence^, replied to each several objection 
brought against him, and had proved himself catholic in all : 
this, I repeat, Athanasius clearly shews by adducing the 
express words of Dionysius themselves : I cannot, therefore, 
sufficiently express my surprise at those learned and ortho- 
dox men, who do not cease, even at the present day, to fix 
the slanderous charge of Arianism on that immortal ornament 
of the Alexandrian Church. 

5. To lay the subject more clearly before the reader, we 
will here note out of the charges brought against Dionysius 
one or two of the principal, upon which the others depend. 
His accusers complained that Dionysius, in mentioning the 
Father, did not at the same time mention the Son, and on the 
other hand, on occasion of mentioning the Son, was silent as 
to the name of the Father ; inferring from this that he sepa- 

•elongassc rated, widely removed', and divided the Son from the Father. 

144 To this the excellent prelate, as quoted by Athanasius^, makes 

this reply; '^Of the names which were mentioned by me, each 

< ToS wKh' is inseparable and indivisible from the other^. I mentioned 
the Father, [but] even before I introduced [the name of] 

» iiHiiMUfo. the Son, I implied* Him also in the Father : I introduced 
the Son, [and] even if I had not previously mentioned the 
Father, He would most certainly have been implied by auti- 

« wpo*i' cipation* in the Son. I added the Holy Ghost, but at the 

-'J^^' same time^ I associated both Him from whom® and Him 

' OflO. 

P txura ctlrcarai rohs KaTttir6prat Xiis 6irotlflas oArhif AroX^ci. — [Ibid.] 

ainov, &5 fA^ 6\oK\1ipous kiyotrras, &XA& * r&¥ tn^ 4fiov \9x9iimt¥ hvoiiarwf 

w9piK6irroifTas abrov ria Xi^uf Kcti &s tKWrrov iLx^pupr6y 4tm Ktd &3taipcror 

fi^ Kokp (rwuHiifftif &AAc^ irotnip^ Aa- rov wXTfciow, Tlardpa ttwow, Ksd wp]» 

Xovtrrat &s $4howff ro&rovs ih roirois iwarydyv rhw uthtf, itr^aya Ktd tovtow 

hxtixdifti, rois Tc^s ToC ficucaptov &iro- ip r^ Tlarpi' vlbv iiHtyayow, el Ktd, /i^ 

ffr6\ov ZiafidWowrtif iTtaro\ds, fi tl wpo§tpiiK€uf rhr Tlar4pct, ifdwrvs 2Lr 4tf 

roiaitTf fi4fA^it ahrov irdyrtts itvb ipav- r^ vl^ wpotlKtprro. ayior iryevfta wpo^ 
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through whom^ He came. But these know not that neither book h. 
is the Father, in that He is Father, separated* from the Son, ^ile.'* 
for the name is calculated to introduce [the idea of] the diony- 
union*: neither is the Son removed from the Father, for"'""^^**- 
the designation ^ Father^ manifests the communion ; and iu , , 
Their hands is the Spirit, which is not capable of being rpforreu. 
severed^ either from Him that sends, or Him that conveys '»pwf«'»'y- 
Him. How then could I, who use these names, believe (nwo^ffar. 
that they are parted and wholly severed from each other?" *<rr4pt<r$au 
After a short interval he sums up all this in a few words, by [398] 
saying, as Athanasius states', '^That the Trinity is gathered 
tip into a Unity* without being divided or diminished." ^tUfioMa. 

6. His adversaries ftirther urged against Dionysius, that xl2X^ 
he taught that the Son of God is alien from the substance of 
the Father ; and that the relation of the Father to the Son 
is like that of the husbandman to the vine, or of a ship- 
builder to a vessel. To this the holy man replies in the fol- 
lowing words' : ''But when I had said that some things are 
conceived of as brought into existence^ and some as made, ' y^rirrii, 
of such, as being of less importance, I adduced examples «^got' 
[only] by the way. For I neither said that the plant was ten," Bull.] 
.... to the husbandman, nor the vessel .... to the ship- 
wrights After that I dwelt upon points which are more 
connected with and cognate [to the subject], and I treated 
more fully of what were more real^ [soil, less metaphorical], [399] 
having brought out various additional proofs, which I also com- ^^*" 
municated to you in another epistle, in which^ I also shewed > ip oXt. 
that the charge which they bring against me, is a falsehood, - 
that I deny that Christ is of one substance^ with God : for ^Sfioo^top. 

iriSiiKU,* AAA* SifJM Kui wSOtw, kqI 8m wd\uf it/itlmrow elf rifp itov^JHa <rvyie€- 

rivos ^MWt i^pfioaa. ol 9k o^k Xo-oo-ir ^oAmo^/M^o. See Orabe's annotations 

Ih't fA'^§ iiW7iXXoTpl»Tcu Xlariip vlov, ^ in the appendix.] 
IIoT^p' wpotearapKruchy ydp iirrt rris ■ rA^ iyi» yttnfrd riwa teal woirfrd 

trtfya^tias rh SffOfia' otir9 vfhs ktcffKurrtu rwa ^ifyras tfowurdat, r&y /liy toio6tw 

rov Tlarp6r ^ yitp Tlaritp wpoffiiyopta &s kxp^wriptw i^ Hrtipofiris ttirotf ropa- 

9ri\oi r^K Koiyttvltuf. tw re rtus X^pclw itiyfMTcu iwti fiiyrt rh ^vrhf t^yiv r^ 

ohr&v iari rh vytvfia, fiiir^ rov vtfiwoy' ytmpy^, fiifTt r^ wavwr/y^ rh aitd(pos 

ros, /I'iiri rod ^porrof fitnfi^tvow ori- [Deesse hie qaidpiam monet editor 

ptaBoL r»f o9r 6 robots XP^/^*'^^* '''^** Benedict.] §1ra rots hewovfitpois Koi 

6w6fiairt fA9fi§pi<rBat ravra xal iup«»fU<r$at wpotr^vwripoit Mirrpv^ Ka\ v\4oy 

iravTff AwT iAA^Awi' olofuu. — Tom. i. p. iit^^kBop wtpl r&v hXifiwripttv, womIXa 

661. [§ 17. p. 254.] wpwrnr^wpitv rticfi'fipiar arcp K<d <rol 

^ P. 562. [§ 1 9. p. 256.— The words 8(' &AAiyf hrurroX^s $ypaifm' iv off 

of Dionysius in Athanasius are ; oUrw ffAc7{a ical h wpo^povauf lyicAijfMi irar* 

fity ^/iffff its Tc rV Tpidia r^v piow^Jia iiiov, r^vBos hy, &s ob \(yoyros rhw 

wKariyofAtp ASioiprroi', ival r^y rpidSa Xpurrhw 6fioo6(rioy ftyai r^ 6c^. (/ yiip 
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His own explanation of his letter 



ON THE 
CON SUB- 
STANTIA- 
LITY OF 
THE SON. 

* 6/ioytini, 

* wdrrms. 

* 9tk tAs 

trus: ob 
casus tem- 
porom. 



""of like 
nature." 
Bp. Bull. 



• inc^X^"'* 



althougli I say that I have not found nor read this vord in 
any place of the Holy Scriptnres, still my arguments which 
immediately follow^ of whicli they make no mention, ure 
not at variance with this belief. For I even put forward' 
as an example^ human offspring', as clearly being of one 
nature (homogeneous*), asserting that parents undoubtedly* 
are other than their children only in that they are not them- 
selves the children". The letter [itself], indeed, as I said 
before, I cannot send, owing to present circumstanoes* ; had 
it been otherwise, I would have sent you the very words 
I then used, or rather a copy of the whole letter ; which, if 
I shall have the means®, I will [still] do. I know however 
and recollect, that I added several parallels of things cognate'; 
for I said that a plant, which has come up from a seed or a 
root, is different from that from which it sprang, and is [at 
the same time] altogether of the same nature* with it^ : and 
that a river which flows from a fountain has received another 
form and name ; (for neither is the fountain called a river, 
nor the river a fountain;) yet that they both have a sub- 
stantive existence^ ; and that the fountain is as it were the 
father, and the river is the water from the fountain. These 
things, however, and such as these, they [say] that they do 
not see written, but, as it were, pretend to be blind, whilst 



fATi^ iuf€yywK4ifai wov rSnt kyiwp ypa- 
^So¥, hKK^y* rk ivix^iffiifjMrd fiov rk 
i^rjSf h <r€<runHiKaa If rris itaifolas roA^ 
^ n^f oi>K &ir^dci. KttL ykp (ica2) [om. ed. 
Ben.] iufOpvwtiay yov^w iraptBtfAfi^i 8^ 
\op &s ooaav Sfioytv^' ^aas wdyrvs 
rohs yovus iaAwov kripovs fTyai rww riK- 
rwy, tri /i^ oAtoI mUv rk riiata, koX r^w 
/ihv iwierroK^v, &s xpowrov^ Zik rks 
wtpiffrdcrus odic lx« irpoicofda'm. tl V 
olv, aind <roi fk T<(rc piifiara, fukkKoy 
8^ Ktd wdmis hy Ihrttnlfa rh hniypa^v. 
twtp %¥ c&irop^w, voi^dTfli. oI8a tk kqX 
fitfuffffim wKtloya xpoffO^U r&w irvyyc- 
y&y SfMi^fiara. «ca2 yitp icai ^vrhy efiroy, 
hwh vwipiJLaros ^ kwh ^Iftff iM^^Bby, 
h'fpoy fVai ToD, ^^y ifiKda-TtiCM, icol 
wdirrtts iituyo [iictly^ ed. Ben.] ica6^- 
trniKW &fAoio^v4s {^6fAo^tt4s ed. Ben.] 
Koi woraithy dir6 inryi)! ^ioyra trtpoy 
<rxniM «r<d l&yoiia /licrctXiy^^yai* /t^c 
ydp r^y 'nfyiiv rorofi^i', ft^6 rhy rora* 
fihy mfy^y \4y9ff$ar §cai hiA/p^tpa 
(»tdpx*»^t Koi "T^ fA^y mi^y, ohytl 



(rhy) [om. ed. Ben.] Uteripa firm, rhy 
8i wora^y ttyai rh ix r^s nry^s SSflsp. 
&AX& ravra fiky ivol rh rotavra fUfSl 
4pfv ytypafifiiyeit &AX* oloy^l ru^A^- 
rtiy vTOKplyoyrcu' ro7s 8^ twr\ f/tuioriots 
hffvyBiroii, Kofidwtp \t$ou, /uutp6&fy 
hrix^ipovirl fi€ /SdUXciy. — Apud Atfaa- 
nasium, torn. i. p. 561. [§ 18. p. 255.] 

^ [The Benedictine editor intimates 
that there is something wanting her& 
-B.] 

■ [The following clause is omitted 
by Bp. Bull, l| fdKc yoyus kyoyKoioy 
Mipx^w ftlyat fnfrrt rimnk. "Other> 
wise, it must needs follow, that there 
are neither parents nor children." See 
Grabe's annotations on this passage. 
-B.] 

^ [Read ix^ty^, (see Orahe's anno- 
tations,) and presently 6fM^v4s, — B. 
These corrections, which are the resd- 
ings of the Bened. edition, are followed 
in the translation : Bp. Bull read 4/toi- 
^vks, HmilU naiura : this is noticed in 
the margin.] 



allows and implies the Consubstantiality. 811 

with the two little words apart from the context \ as with boo» "• 

CHAP* XI« 

stones^ they try to strike me from a distance." Thus Dio- | g. 
nysius; and what can be clearer than this defence? For as diomy- 
it appears^ this great man^ in the epistle at which his adver- •"'■A'***- 
saries carped, had endeavoured to illustrate the distinction ^o^,. 
between the Father and the Son, in opposition to the Sa- 145 
bellians, by various similes : some of which related only to 
the human nature of Christ, created by the Father; as that [401] 
of tHe husbandman in relation to the vine, or that of the 
shipwright to the vessel; whilst others were adapted also to 
the Divine nature of the Saviour, received by eternal gene- 
ration from the Father. On examples of the first kind, 
as less apt, he had touched but lightly and by the way; 
whilst on the latter, as being most suitable and applicable, 
he had dwelt a longer time. Amongst these were several, 
which eminently confirmed in reality the consubstantiality 
of the Son, although Dionysius allows that he had not in 
this place used the term. For he had even adduced as an 
example human birth, and subjoined these express words; 
*^ Parents undoubtedly are other than their children only in 
this, that they are not themselves their children.'^ By this 
example both the communion of nature, which subsists be- 
tween the Father and the Son, and also the distinction of Per- 
sons, is manifestly declared. He had added, that the plant 
which grows up from a seed or a root, is other than' that ' aiiud ab. 
frx)m which it springs, and still is of a nature altogether the 
same with it; and many other examples of that sort. But 
the sophists, suppressing the mention of all this, seized a 
handle for falsely accusing^ him, from two little words only, • caiumni- 
which they themselves had put in a wrong connection^ and ^" '* 

ft SC Iu&Ib 

drawn to a sense, other than that which Dionysius intended. compositiB. 
But why, you will say, did Dionysius employ at all those 
examples, which are less suitable, and apply only to the 
human nature of Christ? The great Athanasius gives an 
excellent reason'; ''And this form* [of reasoning]," he says, »TVjrof. 
''is in truth persuasive in overthrowing the madness of Sa- [402] 
bellius, so that he, who wishes by a short method to convict 
such men, should not begin from the passages which indi- 

■ [jcal Ifariy iXrfiAs r6rot olros »i- fiovfas, &<rrt rhp fiov\6fJitPOF rax^f^t 
9avh$ irphs h^aTpoiriiy ttjj :Sa/3«AA(ov 5tf Afyx**** '''o*'* TOiovrovs, fiii i»^ r&u 



31 2 His course of argument most effective against Sabellianism, 

ON THE cate the divinity of the Word ; that the Son, for instance, is 
.'IT^l?/ Word, and Wisdom, and Power, and that ' I and the Father 

8TANTIA- ' ' ' 

LiTY OP are one;' lest they, perversely interpreting what is correctly 
^^ said, should make such statements an occasion for their 



shameless contentiousness, when they hear [the words], 
' I and the Father are one,' and ' He that hath seen Me, 
hath seen the Father:' but [one should rather] put for- 
ward what has been said of the Saviour in respect of His 
1 ni &K0M9. human nature^, just as he has done; such things, for in- 
Mcni! ' ^' stance, as His himgering and being wearied, and that He 
is the Vine, and [that] He prayed, and [that] He suffered. 
For in proportion as these things which are said are lowly, 
so much the more is it apparent that it was not the Father 
who became man. For when the Lord is called a Vine, 
there must needs be a Vine-dresser also: when He prays, 
there must be One that hears, and, when He asks, there 
must be One that gives. And these things shew the mad- 
ness of the Sabellians much more easily, because He that 
prays is one. He that hears another; and the Vine is one, 
and the Vine-dresser another." As to the objection brought 
against Dionysius by his opponents, that he denied the eter- 
nity of the Son, you shall hear the clear reply of the great 
prelate on that point, ih our third book, on the Co-etemity 
of the Son. But this being the case, certain learned men 
of the present day need to be seriously reminded, that they 
imitate not the ways of the false accusers of old time, nor 
henceforth, suppressing the mention of the very many catho- 
lic statements of Dionysius, continue to cast at a very holy 
man and one who has deserved most highly of the Catholic 
Church, those two little words ''the Vine,'' and ''the Hus- 
bandman,'' as it were stones, and they too moved out of their 
proper place. 

tnifiai¥6irrtttf riiw Btdrtirai rov \iyov d/trcXoi, ku\, iif/x^fo, koI v4wov$€p. Sc^ 

wottTffBeu rii¥ i^pxh^* ^i K^os, iral yiip ravra raruvh A^crai, roao^r^ 

ao^iot K<d h{fvanls itrruf 6 vl6s' ical Bn MKwrat fiii 6 irvrifp yev6fi9ifos tafBou-- 

iyit Ko) 6 variip tl¥ itrfitv iva fi^ rit was. iufdyien yap Koi d/xr^Xov Ktyofiivov 

KoK&s tipTiiMya wap§^fiyo6fA€tfoi 4k§Tvoi, rod Kvplovi cTi^ai koI ytwpy6y' kqIH f^x^' 

Tp6<f>a<ruf r^s iufojurxlnrrov ^i\ov€tKlas fityou a6rov, cTrot rhif iwcuco^oma,* iral 

lavrctfy, rh roiavra woplauyrai, iuKoitov- axrovwroi alnovt cTyw rhw 8t8<$rra* rk 

Tts, Sri iyi» Kcu 6 war^p ^v icr/iw Kol 8i roiaOra fiaXkor ^huoKAr^pov t^ 

6 impoKifs ifih, i^ipoKt rhv war4pa' itWh r&¥ 2a/9cAAfavMi' fua^lta' dcdcnwu'* Sri 

rh. iyBpcowlvtfS €iprifA4ya wtpl rou trurif' h'tpos 6 chx^iifpost rrtpos 6 iwaKovmv, 

pot wpo0dK\§uf, Hswfp a^hs TewoiriKtif Ka\ &K\os ti &firt\os, koI &AXos 6 yt»p' 

old iari, rh irrivav, rh kowiw, Kot tri ySs,"] — torn. i. p. 568. [§ 26. p. 261.] 



(ii.) The Consubsianiialiiy evidently the received doctrine, 313 

7 . I proceed to the other pointy which I think especially book ii. 
-worthy of observation in the history of this Dionysius. It is § § '7 ' 
then, further, an evident conclusion from it, that in the Diony^ 
Christian Churches in the age of Dionysius, the doctrine ""■^''^*' 
which asserted^ that the Son of God is of one substance and * senten- 
co-eternal [ofioov<rio9 and avvaihios) with His Father, was g^JJJ^^"" 
already commonly received and held, as a certain and catho- 
lic [truth], which it were impious to gainsay. For as soon as [403] 
certain ill-disposed''' men had falsely spread abroad a calumny t malefe- 
against Dionysius, as though he had taught, that the Son is "*'*' 
not of one substance with the Father, but created and made, 
and that there was a time when the Son was not, nearly the 
whole Christian world was moved at it ; the complaint was 
carried from the East to the West ; an appeal was made to 
the bishop of Rome, as holding the first seat^ amongst the * cAthe« 
prelates; a council was forthwith held upon the matter in '*™' 
the diocese of Rome, in which the opinions which were said 
to be held by Dionysius of Alexandria, were condemned, and 
a synodical epistle was written to Dionysius himself^ in which 
the fathers enquired of him, whether he had in very deed 
published doctrines of such a kind. This Athanasius himself, 
the defender of Dionysius, explicitly attests, in his treatise 
on the Synods of Ariminum and Seleucia^, in the following 
words ; " But when certain persons had laid a charge before 
the bishop of Rome against the bishop of Alexandria, as if he 
had asserted that the Son was made^, and was not of one sub- * wohifuu 
stance with the Father, the council which was convened at 
Rome was deeply moved with indignation, and the bishop of 
Rome expressed the sentiments of them all in a letter to his 
namesake.^^ Hence arose the Refutation and Defence of Dio- 146 
nysius of Alexandria, addressed to Dionysius of Rome, in which 
he easily cleared himself with' that wise and very fair-minded * apud. 
man. Furthermore, it is a certain conclusion from this his- 
tory, (as I have, indeed, already observed elsewhere*,) that 
in the times of this Dionysius, i. e., at least sixty years before 
the council of Nice, the very word ofioovacos (of one sub- [404] 

irurKSw^ *Piififlt rhr T7)S *AAe|cu^pctaf ypwp€i wphs rhp bii^pvujov kavrov. — 

MffKonoVf ifs Xiyotrra woiri/JM, koX fx^ Tom. i. p. 918. [§ 43. p. 757-]^ 
6iioov<rio¥ rhy vlh¥ r^ TTarp}, ^ fi^if xark * Above in chapter 1. of this book. 

*?^lim¥ a^oios ^at^Jjcrr^irw, 6 8< r^t § 8. [p. 65.] 



814 The word ofioovaLos also the received exjpremm of it, 

oM TBB Btance), was ordinarily used^ received and approved amongst 
BTAsriK- Catholics, in stating* the doctrine of the divinity of the Son. 

LiTT OP Yor it was expressly objected to Dionysitis, as he himself 
,-7 rr- admits, that he did not say that the Son was of one substance' 

in expli- ' •' 

cAtlone. with the Father; and to this objection the excellent man 
' *^o^<rios. replied, that he had not indeed read the word in the Scrip- 
tures, but that, nevertheless, he had not on that account 
shrunk from it ; (indeed, in his epistle against Paul of Samo- 
sata, as has been shewn above% he expressly approves of that 
word as one that was used by catholic &thers who had lived 
before him;) whilst the reality itself, which is represented 
s eonfir- by the word, he had repeatedly and most explicitly aflSrmed', 
both in his other writings, and in the very epistle from 
which his adversaries had constructed their charges against 
him. 

8. Now what does Sandius say^ to all this? Hear and 
wonder at the extreme ignorance or impudence of the man, 
whichever it be ; " The Apology,'' he says, " of this Diony- 
sius, which is said to have been written to Dionysius of 
Rome, is in my opinion spurious, and forged by those who 
would have all controversies of the faith to be decided by the 
Roman ponti£P, as supreme judge.'' But who in the world 
ever suspected this before himself? Perhaps, however, this 
unkemeller of ecclesiastical history has his own reasons for 
this judgment, which we, " simple and old-fsishioned folk," 
do not as yet apprehend. For he openly gives it out^ that he 
had proposed ^' to write the matters which are, as it were, 
4 panlipo- omitted^ in ecclesiastical history, and which are very different 
, ^ - from the notions of the ordinarily learned*." Well, let us 
(or ▼alga- sec, whether he has aught to produce worthy of being opposed 
Storum." *^ ^^^ consent of all, not only of those who are " ordinarily 
[405] learned," but of those who rise above the ordinary dass. 
" First," he says, " neither Eusebius nor Jerome have men- 
tioned this Apology." I reply ; granting this to be true, still 
Athanasius has mentioned it, who had the best acquaintance 
with the writings of his own predecessor in the see of Alexan- 
dria: and he has so mentioned it as to cite pretty long extracts 
^a^oXcl«2. from it in the very words^ of the original, extracts which he 

* [chap. i. 8. p. 65.] ^ De Script. Eccles., p. 42, 43. 

c Enuel. HUt. Eccles. i. p. 121. 



The gewaweneBB of the Apology maintained against Sandius. 815 

boldly opposed to the Aiians^ when they boasted of Diony- book n. 
siua's agreeing in opinion with them. Basil the Great has ^^/^^ 
also mentioned it in his treatise on the Holy Spirit^ c. 29^^ diont. 
where he likewise produces out of it a remarkable testimony sius Alex. 
on the divinity of the Holy Ghost. But further^ it is quite 
untrue^ that neither Eusebius nor Jerome have mentioned 
this Apology : both have made clear enough mention of it. 
Eusebius^ in his Ecclesiastical History^ vii. 26^ in enumerat- 
ing the epistles, and treatises in the form of epistles, which 
Dionysius of Alexandria composed against Sabellius, writes 
thus concerning this Apology® : ''And he also composed four 
other treatises on the same subject ; which he addressed to 
his namesake, Dionysius of Rome/' These words of Euse- 
bius manifestly designate the books Of Refutation and Apo- 
logy, portions of which were brought forward by Athanasius. 
For all points coincide, whether you regard the form, the 
argument, the title, or the division of the books. The form 
of both was the same, namely, the epistolary. The work 
which Eusebius mentions, was written upon the Sabellian 
controversy ; and the work Of Refutation and Apology, cited 
by Athanasius and Basil, treated of the same argument. 
Both were alike addressed to Dionysius, bishop of Rome. 
The epistolary work, which Eusebius mentions, was divided [406] 
into different portions^; so was the apologetic epistle men- 'Toiumina. 
ticned by Athanasius. The epistle of which Eusebius speaks, 
consisted, as he himself testifies, of four parts in all ; whilst 
Athanasius brought forward testimonies out of the first, 
second, and third books, by name, of the Apology of Diony- 
sius. See the annotations of the very learned Valesius on this 
passage of Eusebius. And as for Jerome, he also expressly 
mentions this quadripartite epistle, in his Catalogue of Eccle- 
siastical Writers, under Dionysius of Alexandria, in these 
words ', " There are also four books of his addressed to 
Dionysius, bishop of Rome.'^ 

9. Sandius' second ailment is to this effect ; " It is evi- 
dent,'' he says, '^from the Chronicle and Ecclesiastical History 
of Eusebius, that Dionysius of Alexandria had died at a very 

' Tom. ii. p. 358. [toI. iiL p. 60.] irpos^yci.-~[H. £. rii. 26.] 

* truprdrrti 8< irtpl r^s eUrr^t CiroS4' ' Ejus [sunt] . . . et quatuor libri ad 

(Tcwf itol &XAa nifTirapa trvyypdfAfiara' Dionysium Romans urbis episcopum. 

& r^ Kcerh 'Pdfifiy SfAtuf^^ Aiovvtriqf — [vol. ii. p. 897* 8.] 



816 Sandius argues from a knoum chronological error 

ON THE advanced age, and his successor Maximus had been appointed, 
8TAN*TiV. (A.D. 268,) before Dionysius became bishop of Rome, (A.D. 

LiTY OP 269.)" An argmnent, indeed, worthy of such an unkemeUer 
— , .^ ' • of ecclesiastical history ; seeing that all, who possess even a 
moderate acquaintance with this branch of learning, know that 
in this place Eusebius made a gross mistake in his chrono- 
logy. The source of his error was, that he was ignorant of 
the number of years of the pontificate of Xystus, who was the 
predecessor of Dionysius of Bome; since he states that he 
presided over the Roman Church eleven years, whereas it is 
certain that Xystus did not govern that Church for the whole 
of three years. On this gross mistake of Eusebius the excel- 
lent Yalesius writes thus'; "Eusebius," he says, "is here 
grievously mistaken ; for Xystus did not rule the Church of 
Rome eleven years, but only two years and eleven months, 

[407] as is stated in the book upon the Roman ponti£b, which was 
first published by Cuspinian^. In that book the years of 
the popes of Rome, from Pope Callixtus to the pontificate of 
Liberius, are very well arranged. And of Xystus it states 
thus : ' Xystus two years, eleven months, and six days. He 
began from the consulate of Maximus and Glabrio and con- 
tinued to that of Tuscus and Bassus, and suffered on the 
eighth day before the ides of August.' Cyprian, who him- 
self suffered martyrdom under the same consuls, but in the 
following month, gives the same testimony in his epistle to 
Successus. Eusebius, however, says nothing of the martyr- 
dom of Xystus, either in his Chronicle or in his Ecclesiastical 
History, which greatly astonishes me, though I should be 
much more astonished, did I not know that Eusebius was 
rather careless respecting what was transacted in the West. 
Besides, in his Chronicle, he states that Xystus occupied the 
see eight years, though here he assigns eleven years to him. 
He also makes Dionysius succeed Xystus as Pope in the 
twelfth year of GaUienus, whilst he says that Maximus suc- 
ceeded Dionysius of Alexandria, in the eleventh year of the 
same emperor ; which is most absurd, since it is certain that 
Dionysius of Alexandria addressed four books against Sabel- 

* In his notes on Easebius' EccL ficum Romanorum, ap. Cuspiniani de 
History, vii. 27. Consul! bus Romanorum Commenta- 

^ [Pseudo-Damasi Catalogus Ponti- rios, p. 385. ed. Francof. 1601.] 



of Eusebius. Further indications of his ignorance, 317 

lius to Dionysius^ bishop of Rome^ as Eusebius states above^ book ii. 

c. 26/' § 9, 10. 

10. The third and last cavil of Sandius remains to be dis- diony. 
posejd of by US, in a few words; '"This Apology/' he says, »iu»Alex. 
'^ is at variance with the sentiments of Dionysius of Alexan- 
dria, and agrees with the heresy of Paul of Samosata, of 
which we shall treat in Book I. of our Ecclesiastical History/' 
'But first, from what does he prove that this Apology is, as he 
says, at variance with the sentiments of Dionysius of Alexan- 
dria? Dionysius, forsooth, [as he says], taught that the Son 
of God, even in that He is properly the Son of God, is a crea- 
ture and made, &c., which doctrines the author of the Apo- 
logy professedly impugns. This, however, is begging the ques- 
tion*. For we assert, that Dionysius never in reality taught [408] 
such things, but that they were calumniously fastened on this \'^^j^ 
good man by his adversaries; and of this assertion of ours we fida^^iK 
give solid proofs from the Apology itself, which, as is clear 
from the surest evidence, is the genuine work of Dionysius. 
With these calumnies the Apology is, indeed, at variance; 
but if it had not been at variance with them, it ought by no 
means to have been entitled a Refutation and an Apology. 
Secondly, who is not thoroughly astonished at what Sandius 
affirms, — ^that the sentiments, I mean, of the author of the 
Apology agree with the heresy of Paul of Samosata? For 
throughout that Apology, the divinity of the Word or Son of 
Grod, which Paul of Samosata denied, is clearly asserted. But 
Sandius perhaps meant, that the author of the Apology was 
a thorough Sabellian : and that Sabellius and Paul of Samo- 
sata were of one opinion' on the article respecting the Son o(*6fjMi6^ovs. 
God ; as he eagerly maintains in the first book of his Eccle- 
siastical History ^ Unkemelled, under [the head of] Paul of 
Samosata. But suppose we allow to this trifler, that the 
heresy of Sabellius and of Paul of Samosata was the same, or 
at least came to the same thing; still, whence and by what 
argument, I ask, will he prove, that the author of the Apo- 
logy agreed with the heresy of Sabellius. Certainly Eusebius, 
Athanasius, and others attest that that Apology was written 
especially against the Sabellian heresy : nay, Athanasius says 

i Page 114. 



318 Dumyriua ums opporing Sabelliammn. 

OM THE that in that work Dionysioa overthrows Sabellius {SafiiX^ 
stamtia' ^^^ avarpeireiv). Besides^ we have already cited out of the 

LiTT or fragments of the Apology^ which are extant in Athanaaiiis, 
^"-^^ rtatements diametricaUy opposed to the Sabelliaa heresy. 



* nimiruin. 



Of this kind, — I say nothing of the rest, lest I should weary 
the reader with tedious repetition, — ^is his illustration of the 
distinction between God the Father and the Son by a simile 
derived from a human birth, with this remark subjoined; 
[409] "That parents are other than their children only in this, 
that they are not themselves their children/^ What man in 
his sober senses would say that these are the words of one 
who agrees with Sabellius, or even with Paul of Samosata? 
I think it probable, however, that Sandius had never read 
through those fragments of the Apology, which are extant in 
Athanasius; but had heard from others, that the consub- 
stantiaHty of the Son was maintained in that work, and 
thence had inferred that the writer was a thorough SabeUian. 
Perhaps this conjecture of mine will, at first sight, appear 
strange to the sound-minded reader, who has not yet seen 
1 Sandii the ccnto of Saudius^ ; but it is plain' that this author does 
ccntonem. everywhere in his book regard it as a certain and settled 
point, that the doctrine of the Homousians, as he calls them, 
148 and of the Sabellians, was entirely the same respecting the 
Son of God; than which nothing is farther from the truth, 
inasmuch as we have already clearly shewn that no one who 
holds the same views as Sabellius^, can say that the Son of 
God is of one substance with the Father, except in a most 
absurd and improper sense. So much respecting the Apology 
of Dionysius of Alexandria. 

11. Besides this, the same Dionysius, a short time before 
his death, at the request of the fathers who were assembled 
at Antioch in the case of Paul of Samosata, wrote a remark- 
able epistle against this same Paul, which is extant at this 
day^. In it the divine soul, on the point of departing hence 
to God, discourses on the true divinity of the Lord Jesus in 
a manner altogether divine. There are very many passages 
* delibabi- which bear on this subject ; but we will only extract* a few, 
"*"■• He thiere expressly calls Christ '^ uncreated and Creator* ;'* 

J ii. 1. 9, towards the end. [p. 70.] 

k Bibl. Patr., tore, il [Op., p. 205, &a] • p. 266. [p. 212.] 



Letter of Dionynus against Paul of Samosata. 819 
la/cTKirov Kol Bfffiiovpyov ;) and a little after ™^ " Him who is book ii. 

CHAP ILt 

liord by nature^ and the Word of the Father^ through whom § \0-L12, 
the Father made all things^ and who is said hj the holy diomt. 
fathers to be of one substance with the Father/' Afterwards ■""■Alex. 
we read these words'' ; '^Christ is unchangeable^ as being ^ ^ 
Grod the Word/' And one page after, Christ is designated 
by himo^ '^ He who is God over all, our refuge." Parallel to 
this is what we read in the next page respecting our Saviour p ; 
" He who is God over all, the Lord God of Israel, Jesus the 
Christ." What is to be said of the fact, that Dionysius ex- 
plicitly acknowledges the entire Trinity of one substance? 
in his replies to the questions^ of Paul of Samosata, Beply 
to Quest. IV., he says ; " Christ the Word is of one nature* ' *am»«*8^»- 
with the Holy Spirit in the form of the dove; and the Spirit 
is of one nature with the Father." This I observe in oppo- 
sition to those, who think that Dionysius entertained wrong 
views, at least, respecting the Holy Ghost. But in the same 
place he also makes these excellent statements respecting 
the Godhead of the Son and of the Holy Ghost alike'; 
" For Jesus," he says, " the Word before the worlds, is God 
of Israel; as is likewise the Holy Ghost." Again in the 
same tract ^ he thus speaks concerning the Holy Ghost 'j'opusenio. 
''For he who blasphemes against the Holy Spirit, who is 
loving unto man', shall not go unpunished, and God is a*Tov4»t- 

12. What on the other hand does Sandius say to this? [411] 
he once more lays aside all shame* and audaciously rejects * Smntus 

* frontem 

■ rhv ^6au K^piop, iccU x6yov rov * [The Oraek words as giren by perfricat. 

Ucerphst S(' oZ rh wirra hrolriffw 6 Ha- Bp. Bull are ; ot yhp i^^os &irf Aci^c- 

T^p, icol huoolnriw r^ n«rpi €lpvifi4tfop rat fikMr^ii&w K9erk rov ^iXMfBpAwao 

^h rm¥ ayUty wardptur. — p. 267* [p* Tlytifutros rov kylou' Ufftvfiu Z\ 6 ^6s : 

214.1 on which Dr. Burton observes; " In p. 

" h^aWoUrros yiip 6 Xpierhs, &s 246 we read obtt &9^m6o'«i, ^nitrl, fiKdtr- 

Bfbs Xiyos. — p. 288. [p. 242.] ^ftov iiwh xc^Aewy abrov ro ^txiyBpot' 

• hhif M irdrrmv 6f^f, ^ icara^io^ woy nrcv/«a* &XA' frd(ff i tcof^as kvX 
^juAv.— p. 289. [p. 24^.] W9^pc^it ^t ko^ tj^ fi^ "^ov ecev, i»s 

* 6 £» M irclrrflMT Bths, KApios 6 6«^f, r^ nyti^ frCoTarai, ("him, who 
ec^f 'l9p9^\, *Ii|^oSt 6 Xptffris. — p. blasphemes with his lips the Spirit that 
290. [p. 248.1 is loring unto man, He says, He will 

« 6fu>€i9iis )r T^ clffci rijt wcpurrcpiU not let go unpunished : but He search- 

6 Xpterhs Kiys r^ nyf^/«ari r^ iryt^' eth the hearts and reins, for the Spirit, 

6^«(84t T^ Uarrpi rh nr§vfuu — p. 284. as God, knoweth the deep things 

[p. 232.] of God.") which, if I am not mis- 

' et^f 7^ 'Iffpw^K 'Ii^ovs 4 Tp6 taken, Bp. Bull thus altered through 

tdAimw K6yot, ^t koI t^ Syiow Ili^fv^ta. fkult of memory.] 
— [Resp. ad Quest. vL p. 244.] 



320 Historical evidence that Dionysius wrote such a letter. 



ON THE this epistle also^ which bears the name of Dionysius, as 
stantia". sp^ous. '^ There is also circulated/' he says*, '* under the 

LiTY OP name of Dionysius of Alexandria an epistle against Paul of 

Samosata, but it is supposititious/' Now who can, without 

^ homun- impatience, endure the shamelessness of this poor creature^ 

*^""' who thus pronounces his decretory sentence on the writings 
of the holy fathers, out of his own brain and according to his 
own pleasure, in contempt of the judgment, trustwortliiness, 
and authority of all writers who have gone before him. At 
any rate Eusebius mentions, in express terms, this epistle of 
Dionysius of Alexandria, written to the Church of Antioch 
against Paul of Samosata, (Hist. Eccles. vii. 27") : "Diony- 
sius, bishop of Alexandria,'' he says, '^ having been invited 
to attend the council, decliaed to be present, alleging in ex- 
cuse alike his old age and his bodily iniirmity, setting before 
them, [however,] in a letter, the opinion which he held on 
the question under consideration." The same epistle is men- 
tioned by the fathers of Antioch themselves in their synodical 
epistle, in Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. vii. 30 ^. ^'At the same time 
we sent letters," they say, " and exhorted many even of the 
distant bishops, to come for the remedying' of the pestilential 
teaching : for instance, to Dionysius the bishop of Alexan- 
dria, and to Firmilian of Cappadocia, both of blessed memory: 
of whom the former sent an epistle to Antioch, not consi- 
dering the leader of the heresy worthy even of salutation, nor 
writing to him in person, but to the whole diocese', of which 
* xapotKta. epistle we have also subjoined the copy." Lastly, Jerome, 
1^^ (not to speak of others,) makes mention of this epistle, in his 
Catalogue of Ecclesiastical Writers, under Dionysius of Alex- 
andria^; "There is also circulated," he says, "a notable 
epistle of his against Paul of Samosata, [written] a few days 



9€ptnr§tav. 



[412] 



^ De Script. Eccles., p. 42. 

" 6 fihy Kar* *AA(|(£v8pf lay Aioyiffiof, 
wapcucKfiOtU &s &y 4w\ riiv <rv¥6Zo¥ iu^l- 
KoirOf yvp^s ^f*ov Kol iLa$4¥§ia¥ rov oA- 
fiaros sdriatrdfAtPos, Ai^ar/^crai liiP ira- 
powriay^ 8i* hriaroXris rjiv a^ov yw^fitiv, 
%¥ tx"*^ *'*P' '^^^ iriTovfiivov, wapairHi' 
<raj,— [E.H. vii. 27.] 

*■ iw€Cr4hkOfA9¥ 8i ifJM Kol waptKO- 
Kovfitw w6Wovs Koi r&r fuutpiuf hria-K6- 
vmWf M riiw 0tpsnrtlay r^s davom^pov 
8(8o<ricaA/a5* &tnc9p ita2 Aiovvciov rhr 



iw\ r^f 'AXt^tUfiptiaf, Kol ^tpfuKuufhr 
rhy i.wh r^$ KamaSoKlas, rohs natcapl' 
Tos* £y 6 fitr iw4trrft\€v «lf r^y *AyTii- 
Xciov, rhy iiy€fi6ya r^s vAcbn^s oM 
rpospfyrteos &|<e^a5, oM wpbs wpS^rm- 
Toy ypd^as adr^, iiWh Tp wapoucia 
irdap' it Koi rh kyrlypa^y iwrd^a^v. 
[Ibid., c. 30.] 

1 Bed et adrersus Paulum Samosa- 
tenam ante paucos dies quam morere- 
tur, insignis ejus fertur Epistola — [vol. 
ii. p. 879-98.] 



Early use qfihe term ofjLoovaio^ allowed by Sandius. 321 
before he died/' He here applies to it the epithet notable^^ book n. 

CHAP XI 

because in it the catholic doctrine respecting the Son of § 12. 
Ood was excellently explained and established. Let us diony^ 
then briefly examine the arfinunent which Sandius thought "iusAlex. 
worthy of being opposed to rSgh an authority: « Erasmus •™'^«"- 
Brochmandus/' he says^ ''rejects the epistle as spurious^ 
because in it Christ is said to be ofioovaio^ (of one substance) 
with the Father, whereas that word was not in use before 
the time of Anus/' To be sincere and candid in my reply, 
I confess I do not know who the Brochmandus is whom 
Sandius here mentions', nor does it much matter to know; 
for I am sure that his opinion, how great soever he be, must 
be accounted a« worth nothing in comparison with the trust- 
worthiness and authority of the fathers of Antioch, of Euse- 
bius, and of Jerome. And as to his argument, I have already* 
in more than one place clearly proved that the expression 
6fioovai09 was in frequent use among Catholics long before [413] 
the council of Nice, and even before the time of Dionysius 
of Alexandria. But here is a notable specimen of Sandius's 
candour I in this place he uses as a weapon of attack an 
ailment which he himself, elsewhere, in express terms con- 
fesses to be of no weight. For, in treating of Origen's books 
on Job, he makes this statement^ ; ''They, however, are mis- 
taken, who with Sixtus Senensis, Possevin, Bellarmine, and 
Rivet do not hold these treatises, as also the commentaries, 
to be the works of Origen, on the ground that there is men- 
tion made in them of the word 6pLoovaio9j which arose long 
after the times of Origen ; for we shall prove in the first book 
of our Ecclesiastical History that the word ofioovaio^ was 
already in use in the time of Origen. So it seems that this 
was a foolish^ reason for proving that Origen was not the * mepta. 
author of the books on Job \ which yet learned men agree * ab Ori- 
in thinking are not Origen's : but now it is held valid for fi^nJ^" 
proving that Dionysius was not the author of the epistle 
against Paul of Samosata, which all authorities, both in 
ancient and modem times, (with the single exception, per- 
haps, of this Brochmandus,) do with one consent acknow- 

■ [He was a Lntheran teacher of * Chap. 1. 8. [pp. 63, sqq.] 
theology, and profesior in the univer- ^ De Script Ecclea., p. 80. 
sity of Copenhagen. — B.] 

BULL. V 



322 Dianyiius rescued frtm the charge of Arumxing. 

ow TUB ledge to have been written by Dionysins*. The trath is : 

nkvriA' the booka on Job are stuffed full of Arian lavinga ; and 

LiTY OP therefore it suited the purpose of Sandius^ an Arian^ that 

THE iON. * * 



[414] 



they should be regarded as the genuine production of 
gen ; on the contrary the epistle against Paul of Samosata 
which bears the name of Dionysius^ excellently establiahes 
the consubstantiality of the Son : and therefore, rightly or 
wrongly, it must by all means be rejected as spmrious. Here 
is an honest and trustworthy historian^ I 

Thus have we at last (if I mistake not) given abandant 
proof, that this very great man, Dionysius of Alexandiia, did 
in no wise favour the blasphemy which Anus subsequently 
maintained, but that he was both in sentiment and in ex- 
pression entirely catholic concerning the Son erf God, and, 
further, concerning the Holy Trinity. I now pasa on to 
other doctors of the Church. 
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CHAPTEB XIL 

ON THE OPINION AND FAITH 0? THE YEBY CELEBRATED OBJGOBT 
THAUMATUBGUS, BISHOP OP NEOCJESABBA IN P0NTU8. 

1. St. Theodore, aKke the scholar and the glory of Oiigen, 
called afterwards by the name of Gregory, and sumamed 
" the Great," and " the Wonder-worker," (Thaumaturgus,) on 
account of Ids stupendous and celebrated deeds, — for he 
wrought many and very great miracles, and converted nations 
to the faith of Christ, not by words only, but much more by 
deeds — ^was bishop of Neocaesarea, and contemporary with 
the Bionysii of Rome and Alexandria, but survived Diony- 
sius of Alexandria ; for Dionysius died before the last council 



* This epistle baa been suspected by 
many on the ground that the fathers 
of Antioch in their sjrnodal epistle (in 
Eusebius vii. SO.) expressly declare, 
that Dionysias addressed his letter to 
the Church at Antioch in general, and 
did not even deign to give a salutation 
to Paul Cave. — Bowter. [This is 



the aKgnmest of Basnage ttid TiUe-' 
mont, but it has been most fuUy refuted 
by the edit<Nr of the works of Dfony^ 
sius, in bis preface, p. IvL — B.] 

* [This epistle of Dionysius against 
Paul of Samosata is exceedingly well 
defended in the prefooe to the works of 
Dionysius, p. xziL £^a~*B.] 



Tke Cof^esnon of Si. Qregary Thaumaturpus. 823 

aaaembled at Antdoch against Paul of Samosata : whereas book ii. 
Ghregory*, as is clear from Eusebius'^ was present at that lu^^iulu 
council. He has handed down to posterity a most accurate Gregory 
and complete Confession of faith, respecting the most holy Thaumat. 
Trinity of one substance^ expressed in the following words « ; 
'' There is one God, Father of [Him who is] the liviag Word, 
subsisting Wisdom* and Power and [His] eternal Impress^; * ao^iat 
perfect Begetter of the Perfect ; Father of the Only-begotten a ^^LrH^p] 
Son. [There is] one Lord, Alone of the Alone, God of ^^^ ^ *• 
Ood; Impress' and Image^ of the Godhead, the operative 'x"pa«^p^ 
Word; Wisdom, comprehensive of the system of the uni- *'' 
verse, and Power, productive of the whole creation; True 
Son of True Father, Invisible of Invisible, and Incor- 
ruptible of Incorruptible, and Immortal of Immortal, and 
Eternal of Eternal. And [there is] one Holy Ghost, who 
hath His being of God', and who hath appeared (that is^ihn^tp. 
to mankind) through the Son, Image of the Son, Perfect 
of the Perfect; Life, the cause of [all] them that live; 
Holy Fountain, Holiness^ the Bestower of Sanctification ; 
in whom is manifested God the Father, who is over all and in 
all, and God the Son, who is through all. A perfect Trinity, 
not divided nor alien in glory, and eternity, and dominion ^. 
There is therefore nothing created, or servile in the Trinity ; 
nor any thing superinduced, as though previously not-exist- 
ent, and introduced afterwards. Never therefore was the Son 
wanting to the Father, nor the Spirit to the Son; but there 
is ever the same Trinity unchangeable and unalterable.^' 

* He died in the same year, namely, Koi iif irS<ri, jcol %9hs 6 vlhs, 6 9ih irdaf^ 

A.D. 265. Cave. — Bowyer. rm¥. rpiiis rcXcJo, 8^p Kxd isSiSTtiTi Kot 

' Hist £ccl. v\\ 28 ; compare c. 80. $affi\u^ /i^ fitptfofiinit f*^^ &iraAAo- 

' cTs Bthf, Tiar^p A^ov fmrros, <ro- rpiovfi4tn^ olh'««ftrimaY^i'ri,i| Bovkop 

^as l^crr^^tf ica2 8uv((ftcoft, icai x**' ^ ''V 'rp^^t olht iwtiroKriiy ri, &s 

paienipos iXdtov r4kfios rtkttov y^vvfi- itp6rtpov fi^p ohx ^^X^^t ^Hor^pop ik 

rtip* tlar^p Wov futwoytvovs. th K^pwt, ^circAi^y offrt otw 4y4knr4 vort vlbs 

lUvot itc fUyov, Bths in OcoS* ;(af»a«rT^p Uarol, oifr^^ vi^ wtvfutf iikk* irprwros 

KcU theiiy riis BtSnjTott k^os i^tpyds' itat AraAAo/on-ot ^ aMi rpiat &c(. — See 

0'o^ta r^s T&¥ Zkmy ^wrrdkrtms irtpuiC' the worka of Gregory Thaumat, p. 1. 

TMc^y Koi B^yatiis T^f tkris Krlaufs voi- edit Paria. 1622. [and those of Greg. 

nriieii' 9lht kkriBaf^t iXnewow Uarp^tt Nyss., toL iii. p. 546. After the Greek 

i4pvros ibopdrov, Ktd H^apros k^ip- Bp. Bull gives the Latin yersion, puh- 

Tov, ical itffdifaros itOoMdroVf ittd &ttitot lished by Yossius.] 

taSlotf, Kol Ir wvtvfia Bytoy, 4k Btov ^ [Here the Creed ends: theremain- 

r^y fhrap^iy tx"^^* i^'^ ''* ^^^ irt^yhSf ing words are Gregory Nyssen's. — B. 

8i}Xa8^ rots iuf6piiwois, tUciiy roi vlov, This is not the case : see the notes in 

rcAf (ov TcAcfa* f(wj^, f^yrmy airta' mryh Oallandii BibL Patr., t iiL p. 886, where 

hyia, iiyidrriSf aytaafAov x^piiy^t' 4y f St Gregory Nazianzen's references to 

fBUftpovTM 8ff^f 6 TUtHip, 6 4tI itiarrmy this Creed will also be found.] 

y2 



824 Evidence of the genuineness of this Omfession ; 



ON THE 2. This Confession of faith was delivered^ it is said, to 
nlnriA- Gregory by revelation from heaven^ when, being wholly intent 
LiTT OP upon discharging his pastoral charge in the best way, he was 
one night considering the mode of preaching the pure hdih 



THE SON. 



^ '' to his people, and revolving in his mind the various questions 

which were then in controversy respecting the Holy Trinity. 

162 And certainly no one ought to think it incredible that such 

an event should have happened to a man, whose whole life 

[418] was illustrious from revelations and miracles, as all ecclesias- 
tical writers who have mentioned him — and there is scarcely 

m 

one who has not — ^unanimously attest. But however that 
may be, it is certain that this formula of catholic confession 
respecting the most Holy Trinity did really proceed from 
Gregory. For it is attributed to him not only by Ruffinus *, 
but also by his namesake, Gregory of Nyssa*^, who had a 
thorough and accurate knowledge of what the admirable man 
did and wrote, and who also composed his life. Moreover this 
excellent man narrates the matter in such a way, that scarcely 
any sensible person can doubt about it. I mean that, being 
about to recite the Confession, he premises the following 
words*; "By which (Confession) the people of that city 
" /iiMrroTw- (Neocsesarca) are to this day initiated [in the faith ^], having 
u'wM'their Continued unaffected by all heretical pravity.'^ So certain, 
baptUmal yQ^ ggg^ ^^^ {^ ^j^^t this Confession of faith proceeded fit)m 
Gregory Thaumaturgus, that all the people of the city of 
Neoceesarea, of which he was the bishop and the immortal 
glory, embraced it as the undoubtedly genuine work of Gre- 
gory, and had been used to be instructed by means of it^ frt)m 
so far back as their fathers could remember down to the age of 
Nyssen ; and hence it came to pass that, when the whole world 
became Arian, the Church of Neocsesarea kept itself untainted 
by heretical pravity. Again, after having recited the Con- 
fession, Nyssen subjoins these words" : " And whoever wishes 
to be convinced on this point, let him hear the Church in which 
he used to preach the Word, among whom the very hand- 
writing of that blessed hand is preserved even at the present 

' Hist Eccl. ii. 25. 9t€^itlyas iartlparos. — [Ibid.] 

^ In his life of Gregory Thaum., ■ f(r^ 8i ^fXoy ircp2 ro^ov rtio^mi, 

Oper., torn. iL p. 978, 979. [vol. ill iucov^rm rijs iKKkriolas, ip f rhp )iiyow 

p. 546.1 itHipvrrty, Tap* oTs abrit rit x^pdyfiara 

* 8i* iis fiwrrctytoywrai fi^xpi fov wvv r^r fuucaptas ^iccfnyf x**P^^ *^' ^^ "^ 

6 iMivrii Xdbf, wdanis tdptrunjs Kwelas rvr 8ia(r»{>rai. — [Ibid., p. 547.] 



rom its carefiil preservation by the Church ofNeocasarea. 325 
day.^^ He appeals to the very autograph of Thaumaturgns^ book n. 

§2. 



"wliicli -was religiously kept by the Neocsesareans down to his *^"^'* *"• 



o-WTi day. I know not, certainly, that any thing more can ^ 
be required for the confirmation of a tradition of this nature. Thaumat. 
Gregory Nyssen's testimony, however, is explicitly supported, [419] 
as it seems to me, by his brother Basil the Great, who, in his 
seventy-fifth epistle to the people of Neocaesarea, testifies, that 
lie liad learnt from his grandmother, in his tender age, the 
very words of Gregory Thaumaturgus, by which he had been 
instructed aright respecting the faith in the most Holy 
Trinity. His words are these" : " What can be a more mani- 
fest demonstration of our faith, than this, that we, having 
been brought up under the nurture' of a woman of blessed > rlr0p. 
memory'^, who came forth from you — I mean the illustrious ' fuucapl^ 
Macrina; — ^by whom we were taught the words of the most 
blessed Gregory, whatsoever, having been preserved to her by 
the tradition of memory', she both herself kept treasured up, * iucoUu- 
and used to mould and fashion us, whilst we were yet infants. ^^* ^' 
in the doctrines of religion o ?'' Here, I say, it seems to me, 
that the Confession of Thaumaturgus is certainly referred to; 
for Basil expressly testifies that he had, in his infancy, learned 
of his grandmother Macrina, a native of Neocaesarea, the form* * dvori- 
of faith touching the most Holy Trinity, (for of that he is 'T^^^qt 
there treating,) as it had been delivered in so many words by 
Gregory. Reader, observe : Nyssen relates that the people of 
Neocaesarea used to be instructed by means of the Confession 
of Thaumaturgus, from so far back as their fathers could re- 
member down to his own age ; whilst Basil says that he had 
learned, in his tender age, (that is, before the council of Nice,) 
from his grandmother, (whilst he, that is, with his parents, 
was living with her at Neocsesarea in Pontus,) the right faith 

* ir(<rrcwt 8i rijs iiiirripas rit &y yl- nor referred to any confession of faith 

voiTo iyapytar^pa &ir^8ci{<s, fj 5ti rpa^ ** written by the hand of Gregory." — 

^4vT9S iifAus ^h tItBp fjuucapt^ ywaiKl, B. — The existence of an autograph of 

irop' OftMif Apfitifttrp ; MeucpittoM \4yw St. Gregory's Confession would not 

T^y irtpiB6fiToy Tap* lis iitZdx^iitity t& cause the Church to depart from the 

roG fuueapivrdrov Tpriyoptou p^ifupra, Zaa ordinary practice of not circulating the 

irp^t aMiyiKoXov0i^fjLy^tii!is9iaffu$4vTa Creed in writing. It would be taught 

vtrrfi Tc 4ipv\aaff9, koI iifias Iri Ktfwiovs and known to the people and preserved 

6pras IwAoTTC teal 4fi6p^v roTs rris among them by oral transmission. 

t{tC9$9las Ziyiiwri. — Basil. Opera, torn. And as no question was raised about 

^ iil p. 131. edit Paris, 1638. [Ep.cciv. the terms of the Confession, St Basil 

' 6. YoL iiL p. 306.] had no need to refer to such original, 

" [From these rery words Lardner supposing it existed.] 
' contends that Basil had neither seen 



826 Confirmed by other external and itUemal eonsideraiiama. 

ov TRB respecting the most Holy Trinity^ expressed in so mssxy words 
■TANTiA. of Gregory. Who would not suppose, that tkey both are speak- 
LiTT OP uig of the same Confession of £edth ? Further, also, the amme 

'" Basil, in his book on the Holy Spirit, chap. 29, testifies that so 

great was the reputation of this Gregory amongst the people of 
Neocsesarea down to his own times, that they would admit in 
their Church nothing, whether in doctrine or rite, but what 
they had receired by tradition from that their great faunder. 
The words of Basil are these ' : " Great is the admiratioii 
of this man (Gregory) stiU, even at this day, amongst the 
people of the country, and the remembrance of him is esta- 
blished in the Churches — afresh, and ever recent, not obscuxed 
by any lapse of time. They have not, therefore, added to 
1 T^0ir their Church any practice, or word, or any sacred form ^ beyond 
T«|aMwrr»- ^j^^ ^^ j^jj. ^ them.'' If the Church of Neocsesarea refused 

153 to admit any word beyond what was left to them by Gregory, 
certainly much less would they have admitted any Creed or 
Confession of faith, which they had not received from him. 
And yet it is most certain, that in the time of Basil, the 
Confession of faith of which we are speaking, was receiyed 
in that Church, and that too as having been delivered by 
[421] Gregory. To these facts may be added, that this Confession 
is delivered, as without doubt the genuine work of Thauma- 
turgus, by the whole of the fSeithers who were assembled at 
the fifth oecumenical synod. Lastly, the Confession itself 

> redoiet. quite bears the character' of the age of Gregory Thaama- 
turgus j in that it is manifestly opposed to the heresiesy 
which were especially disturbing the Church of Christ at 
that period. Two heresies were particularly prevalent at 
that time, as is clear frt)m the epistle of Dionysius of Borne, 
found in Athanasius, which we have already mentioned ; one, 
that of Sabellius, which laid down that the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Ghost differed in name only, not in hypo- 

» bwnrrd' stasis^ (person ;) the other as it were diametrically opposed 
to the Sabellian, that* I mean of those, who divided the most 
Holy Trinity into three hypostases, separate, foreign to, and 
mutually alien from each other, and who further affirmed, 

P rovrov fiiya Kri kqA pvy roit fyx«»- »pS|'»' T«»o,oi \^op,oh -Hnrw rurk iivari* 

ploit rh BavfAO, irol ytmpit, icai &ci wp6^ iehy,irap'hyiKuyos Kar4\iwt,rf iifKXitrlf 

e^QTOs ii fiy^firi rats iicic\ffaUus iylhpv~ vpovwuKoof, — Basil. Oper., torn, a p. 

rai,o&dcyix^iY^i/ia«^v/A^n}* ovKOvyob S60. edit Paris. 16SS. [toL iii. p. 6^ J 



<r€i. 



^ Not metUumed by certain writers; this no valid obfection. 827 

^ that the Son and the Holy Ohost were creatures^ and that book h. 

there was a time, when God the Father existed without ^'Vl,""*' 
themi. These words at the beginning of the Confession Gregory 
? plainly strike at the fwrner heresy : '' Father of [Him, who i^JJ^"*^*' 

' is] the Uving Word, subsisting Wisdom :" and also these, quando 

"True Son of True Father;'' (for Sabellius acknowledged JJjJPJ?^ 
neither a true Father nor a true Son, but both only in name :) 
and, lastly, these respecting the Holy Ghost ; '' who hath 
E His being of Ood." The following words^ besides others, 

c certainly give a death-blow to the latter heresy : " Perfect 

Trinity, not divided nor alien in glory, and eternity, and 
dominion ;" as do those which follows : '^ There is, therefore, 
L nothing created, or servile in the Trinity," &c. In a word, 

let the attentive reader compare the profession of Dionysius 
of Rome respecting the most Holy Trinity (which we quoted 
f in the last chapter, § 1. [page 803,] from Athanasius) with 

^ this Confession of his contemporary, Gregory, of whom we 

are speaking, and he will immediately see the wonderful 
agreement between the two. 

3. Now, what does Sandius' say to these facts ? '^ Of this 
Confession of faith," he says, '' I say nothing else than that [422] 
Eusebius, Jerome, and Sophronius are silent about it;" as 
if, forsooth, Eusebius and Jerome mentioned every thing 
which the ancient fathers wrote and did. Eusebius, certainly, 
in his Ecclesiastical History, by what chance I know not, 
(for I cannot prevail on myself to believe that it was done, 
as Anastasius the Librarian' thought, with any evil design,) 
has suppressed almost all mention of the praises of Gregory 
Thaumaturgus, and says nothing about his miracles, which 
were celebrated throughout the Christian world. I imagine 
that, in some other work which has been lost, Eusebius had 
related more concerning Gregory Thaumaturgus; at any 
rate, in the Apology^ for Origen he makes mention of his 
disciple Gregory Thaumaturgus, and also inserted in that 
work a panegyrical oration of his in praise of Origen, as 
Socrates attests, Eccl. Hist. lY. 27. As for Jerome, he trod 
generally in the very steps of Eusebius's history, whilst So- 

m 

^ [These words, howerer, as we have • Anastarfus on the year of Christ 

already observed, are Gregory Nyssen's. 246. 
— B. Butseeabove, p. 323, noteh.] * [i.e. the Apology of Pamphilus 

' De Script EccL, p. 89. and Eusebius.— B.] 



828 Labbi ctmfimnds this with a longer Exposition offmih. 

ON THE phroniufl was merely a translator of Jerome. I wonder, hoir- 
■t^antia' ^^®^> y^hst came into Philip Labb^s muid^ when he wrote the 

LiTY OP following passage in his Dissertation npon the Ecclesiastical 
'- Writers*^ ; '' It is certain^ indeed, as St. Gregory Nyssen 



nesses in his Life of Thaumaturgus, that the Mother of Grod 
appeared with St. John the Evangelist, and commanded John 
to deliver to him an Exposition of the catholic faith. Bat 
whether this be that, which Yossins has published', Bellar- 
mine with good reason doubted; see his words, as well as 
those of Petavius, who denies it, (Dogm. TheoL, vol. ii.)'' 
For BeUarmine never doubted, whether the Confession of 
faith published by Yossius were in reality that of Gregory 
Thaumaturgus ; nay, he held this to be certain, as will be 
manifest to any one who consults BeUarmine himself. Con- 
cerning the €tc0€ai9 or longer Exposition of faith, which is 
[423] called xar^ fiipof, which was also published by Yossius, 
BeUarmine does indeed doubt, and that with very good rea- 
son. It is also untrue, that Petavius denied the Confession, 
as it was published by Yossius, to be the genuine work of 
Gregory; nay, he cites it as Gregory^s, and expressly calls 
it, '' An Ulustrious monument of the tradition of which we 
are now treating, and of the ecclesiastical and catholic pro- 
fession concerning the Trinity ;" (Preface to voL ii. chap. 4. 
n. 5.) But unquestionably he also, when speaking of the 
longer Exposition of faith, (which Labb^ here confounded 
with the shorter Confession of Gregory,) does deny, and not 
without very grave reasons, that it is the genuine work of 
Gregory ; on the Trinity, i. 4. 10. However, Labb^'s state- 
ment that there is just ground for doubting, whether the 
Confession of faith, which Gregory Nyssen ascribes to Gre- 
gory Thaumaturgus, is the same as that which Yossius pub- 
lished, must astonish every one : for the Confession of ^faith, 
which Yossius published, corresponds word for word with that 
which Gregory Nyssen ascribes to Gregory Thaumaturgus. 
If Labbe had caught any one of the heterodox critics, as he 
caUs them, so shamefuHy tripping, how would he (as his way 
is) have insulted over him ! But this by the way ^. 

■ [Vol. i. p. 373.] f [Lardner shews by many trgu- 

* [That is, that which Bp. Bull has ments not to be despised that Uiis for- 

cited ; see above, p. 323, note h.] mula of faith is not by any means a 



Gregory^s Panegyric Oration on Origen, 



829 



4. Furtliermore, there is still extant among the works of book n. 
Gregory^ as published by Yossius, a panegyric Oration upon 1 3] 4. 



Origen^ which aU agree^ and which Sandius himself aUows, GfRBooRT 
is the genuine production of that very great man. In that ^'*^"**^''- 
Oration^ after saying that God the Father cannot worthily be 
praised by any creature^ He subjoins these truly magni- 
ficent words concerning the Son of Qod'; ''But our praises 154 
and hymns unto the King and Buler of aU, the continual 
fountain of all good things, we will commit to Hun who 
even herein healeth our infirmities, and who alone is able to 



fill up what is wanting in us — the Guardian^ and Saviour of 
our souls, His first-bom Word, the Creator and Gt>vemor of 
all things, He Himself alone being able to offer up the per- 
petual and tmceasiug thanksgivings unto the Father both 
for Himself and for aU, both for each individually by him- 
self and for the whole body, because He Himself, being the 
Truth, and the Wisdom and Power of the Father Himself of 
all things, and, besides, both being in Him and absolutely 
united' to Him, it is not possible that, either through forget- 



(TraTp* 
[424] 



genuine work of Gregory, but a com- 

?08ition of the fourth century. — B. — 
iardner'8 arguments seem to be of two 
sorts; 1. Internal improbabilities. 2. 
Want of external eyidence. In the 
first he, (i.) argues as if the genuine- 
ness of the Creed were disproved by 
the vition being proved legendary : and 
(ii.) goes upon his own notions of the 
small importance of the doctrine of the 
Trinity. In the second he alleges (L) 
St. Jerome's omission; but St Jerome 
does not profess to enumerate all the 
writings of the persons he mentions, 
(ii.) St Basil's criticising St Gregory, 
bat this is only with respect to his ex- 
pressions in an argument See below, 
p. 833. (iii.) St Basil's omitting to 
appeal to the autograph. On this see 
above, p. 325. note o. And Lardner 
omits to notice that it is the baptis- 
mal Creed of Neocassarea of whicb 
St Gregory Nyssen professedly speaks : 
which must have been too well known 
to allow of a recent composition being 
passed off instead of it] 

vdrrt»y kyoBw^ tiit^idas iced 0fiyovf, 
T^ irfy Tovry r^v iurB4v9t€» 4iia&m \mii4- 
yy, ical T^ M4op iunxTkripovv fi6v^ 8v* 
vafJp^ iwiirrp4^fup\r^ wpoordrp r&v 



illirr4pt»¥ f^vx&t't Ka2 <r«»r^pi, r^ w/m»- 
ro7cvff7 airrov X^y, t^ wiCyroM' 8i}fu- 
ovpy^, Kcd Kufi^prffrtfji, aifr^ fi6»^ inrip 
re JavTou, Koi hrlp vdyrtty, <8/f re jccu 
Kutt IlKOffrov^ KoH i0p6oy Afia Hvyarhy hy 
^a'w4fiw§uf 8ii)ycicc<r icol &8<aA«(«rovs 
r^ Horpl riu f i/xaf»(0T(af* Sri airrhs ^ 
AA^cia &y, Kol ^ aitrov rov Tlarpht rSy 
B\t»y ica2 cro^la icol ivyofuSt wphs 8^ koI 
4y obr^ Ay, iced wp^f ahrhy drc^yAf 
iiyttfjL4yos, o^k ttrruf Svwt ^ 8<& A^OiiFf ^ 
iuy6^Si ff in^ iurBtytlas rivhs, &<ric4p 
Tit Airc(crw/i^ot oi^ov, ^ oitK i^l^rrat 
rp 8vrc(fi«i r^r 9vydifi§ms, ^ ^^^(croi /J^y, 
^Kiiy si, h fiii Btfds tlxuv, idffjf^ rhy 
Il«r4pa &ytv^fiiiToy, iju&y^ ro^tp 8vya- 
rhy %y rcXci^ara trotray &iroirAi)piMrai 
r^y iiJ^ltuf r&y ahr^ irpo(niK6yTt»y aXytty' 
ty rufa abrhs 6 r&y 8A«r Oar^p |y irp^f 
ainhy itoiricdfityos, 8i' airrou futyoyouxl 
abrht ainhy imetptity, rf ttrp irdyrp 
9vydfAU Tg iK^ov rp^oy rufik rifi^ri teat 
rtfi^o' 8ircp Tpwros «rcd fUyos fytiy 
i\ax*>^ 4k vavr^y r&y tyrtty 6 fiortryc- 
yiis aifroVf 6 4y ain^ Sths \6yos. [} The 
Bened. ed. reads iirirp4^fify. 'Vossius 
read 28/f re ical ^Kdarov, but conjec- 
tured in the margin, tcaff iKturroy, 
which Bull inserted, retaining the Ktd 
also; the Bened. ed. re Kott txtiaroy, 
* ^Arei, ed. Ben.]— P. 63, 54. [In vol. 
iv. Op. Origenis, p. 59. Append. § 4.] 
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380 Gregorys full lesiimoHjf to the DivwUy qfthe Son. 

ov THfi fulness or from defect of wisdom, or from any infirmitT. (as 
■tantia' one who was alien ^ from Him^) He shall either not attain bj 
LiTT OP jj|g Q^2^ power unto the poweir of the Father, or shall attain 

THB SON & f ' 

-* unto it indeed^ and yet (which it were im^ous to aay) akall 

willingly allow the Father to be unpraised ; He alone being 

able to fill up most perfectly the due praises which belong to 

Him; whom the Father of the universe Himself^ having 

> Ik made One ' with Himself, Himself by Him all but going forth 

s 4tcw0plw ^mi encircling Himself*', in a certain manner honours Him. 

(qu. ««*-•- o ^ * 

fMW.) and is honoured by Him, with power every way equal to His 
[425] own j which [honour] His only-begotten Son, God the Word, 
who is in Him, first and alone of all beings obtained.'' Shortly 
afterwards in the same passage, he calls the Son ^ " the most 
perfect, and living, and animate Word of the primal Mind 
Himself*.'' In these words how many titles are heaped up 
concerning the Son of God, which eminently set forth His tme 
Godhead I He calls the Son of God the Guardian of our 
souls, the first-born Word of God, the Creator and GoYemor 
of all things, the Truth, Wisdom and Power of the Father 
Himself : who is in the Father Himself, and truly united unto 
Him ; who is subject to no forgetfulness, no lack of wisdom, 
no infirmity ; who is in no wise alien from God the Father ; 
who by His own power attains unto the Father's power; whom 
God the Father made one with Himself^ and in whom He, as 
it were, circumscribed His own inGnite Majesty ; (clearly in 
the same sense as the very ancient writer in Irenaeus, as 
[426] we saw above', declared that the immeasurable Father Him- 
self is measured in the Son :) who is in very truth endued 
with power in every way equal to that of the Father ; who 
lastly, subsists in God Himself, as God the Word, and that 
the most perfect Word, as being sprung from the primal and 
eternal Mind. Could any one of the Arian herd, sincerely 
and from his heart, utter these things of the Son of God ? 
Nor ought it to be the slightest difficulty to any one that 



^ So in the Confession Gregory de- 
nies that there is any thing alien (&«-aA- 
Kmpto^fitroy) in the Trinity. 

" 8i' ttitTOv fiovoi^ovx^ airrbt abrhy ^k- 
9§pi6¥. This clause he added hy way 
of safeguard, (caute,) for, nroperly 
speakmg, if the Son encircled (circum- 
ambiet) the Father, He would be 
greater than the Father, whereas he 



meant only to say that he was by na- 
ture equal to Him. 

* rt\*i6r9roy Kcd f^&rra, iral ajkovrov 
TpArov yov \Ayoy l/i^vxor. — [Ibid.] 

« In like manner in the Confession 
he calls the Son ** perfect, of the per- 
fect Father," as also "Hying Word." 

' Chip. V. f 4. [p. 164.] 



St. BoiiPi testimony to 8t. Qrtgoenfs orthodoxy. 331 

Thanmatni^aB says, that the Son honours and praises His book h. 
Father, seeing that he also at the same time says^ that the 1 4* 5. ' 
Father has honoured the Son, by imparting to Him power, greoort 
in every way equal to His own. The truth is, the Son praises Tmaumat. 
and honours the Father, as the Author and Principle of Him- 
self; the Father, on the other hand embraces, and in a man- 
ner even honours, the Son, as the lively and most perfect 
Image and Oflbpring of Himself. Hence also, catholic writers 
who lived after the Nicene council, throughout spake in like 
manner concerning the Son of Gk>d. Although in this passage 
Gregory may seem also to have in view the economy of the 
Son^, in so £ar as He, as Mediator, presents unto Ood the ^ FiHi oIko- 
Father the prayers and thanksgivings of the faithful, and by ^^^ ^' 
His own intercession makes them pleasing and acceptable. 
Nay, he expressly speaks of the Son as, in this matter, '' heal- 
ing our infirmity.'' For this mediatorial office he shews that 
the Son is altogether sufficient, inasmuch as, in respect to His 
higher nature. He is entirely one with the Father, and pos- 
sesses a power^ in every respect equal to that of the Father. * virtute 
5. Finally, if there were extant at this day no written ^ ^^ . 
monument of Gregory's belief respecting the most holy 
Trinity, the great Basil alone would be a most ample testimony 
that his sentiments on that article were sound, uncorrupt, 
and catholic For Basil, as often as his heretical opponents 
called in question' his faith respecting the Trinity, so often * litem ipsi 
almost did he appeal to the tradition of Gregory Thauma- ^^" ^ 
turgus, and professed, that he had held from a boy altogether 
the same views respecting the Trinity, as that admirable man [427] 
taught Thus, in his seventy-fifth epistle, to the people of 
Neocttsareas, he makes it his boast, as has been already 
shewn, that he had learnt the catholic doctrine respecting 
the most holy Trinity in his boyhood from the words of 
Thaumaturgus, which had been taught him by * his grand- ^ ipii tra- 
mother Macrina. Moreover he also distinctly attests in his ^ ^'' 
seventy-ninth epistle, to Eustathius, that he had never changed 
that faith concerning God, which he had received through 
his grandmother ; these are his words ^ ; '' For even if all the 
rest of my life^ deserve lamentation ; yet still this one thing, « rSxxa 

' [Ep. cdv.] &^Mi, &AX* qIv %¥ 7ff TtfDro roX/Ltw icav- 

^ c2 7^ Kol rttXAa ^{Av arwvy^v x^vBai iw Kvp(y, trt oMwor^ ircrAa- 



382 Petamu {followed by Huet and Sandnui) attrUmtes 

on TBB at least, I am bold to glory of in the Lord, that my concept 

sTAMTiA- tioi^ conoemiiig Gk>d were never at any time led astray; 

LiTT or nor having at one time held different opinions, did I after- 

'- wards unlearn them ; but the notion of God which from a 



■ luunyjot.* child I received from my mother of blessed memory^, and £rom 
my grandmother, Macrina, this have I retained within m^ 

s«£^i«ff<- [only] grown and enlarged^/' Thus, if the sentiments of 

^*^' Basil on the Trinity were (as no one doubts) orthodox and 

religious, Gregory also, on the testimony of Basil himself, was 
catholic in that article. Basil also, on the authority of the 
Gregory of whom we are speaking, defends that form of dox- 
ology, by which the most Holy Trinity was glorified in the 
Churches subject to his government, and to which the here- 
tics were so vehemently averse, in his Treatise on the Holy 
Spirit addressed to Amphilochius, chapter 29 *j where, after 
he had brought together the highest praises of that very 
great man, he subjoins these words, which bear on our sub- 
[428] ject ; '' One therefore of the [institutions] of Gregory is that 
form of doxology, which is now spoken against ; preserved 
from his tradition by the Church /^ that is, of Neocaesarea, 
which he all but founded. It was with good reason, therefore, 
and in reliance on the testimony of Basil ^^ that Anastasius 
the librarian, in his history, pronounced that this Gregoiy 

* aliennm. especially was entirely free^ from the ravings of Arius. 

6. Now, this being the case, I cannot sufficiently wonder at 
those very learned men, who have ventured to bring a charge 
of Arianism against this great doctor of the Church, and even 
to put forward the authority of Basil as supporting their 
charge. Petavius^ declares that two errors (not more incon- 
sistent with the truth than with each other) are attributed to 
Gregory Thaumaturgus by Basil, in his seventy-fifth epistle; 
one the Sabellian, which taught that the Father and the Son 

« cogita- differed only in our mode of conception^, but not in hyposta- 

ttr^ *"*" "* * ' *^® ^*^®^ *® Arian, which affirmed the Son to be '' a 
'hyposUsL creature and a work,'^ {xrlafia xal iroitffia,) And with re- 

yrifi4vas t^rxflv tAj »fpl Of oS ^roX^cit, * %¥ robfw rmy Fpnyoplov icai 6 ny 

^ Mpvs ^poyity iA9r4fJM$op Hrr^poy' k. riKty^fityos rphros rris lo^okoytaa 

i\\* ^y 4k waiihs tXafiov tyyotwy ircpi ^orlr, 4k r^s 4Ktiyov wapMaws rj? 

9tou wapii rris fAOKoptas it,yfrp6s /aov icai iKKKrivit^ 'Kt^v\ayfi4yos, — [$ 74. p. 63.} 
TTis M-^^V* MoKplyriSt rdinjiy ahfyfi^i- ^ Anastasius, on the year of Christi 

aav iaxoy 4y 4fAauT^. — tona. iii. p. 141. 246. 
[£p. ccxxiii. S. vol. iii. p. 338.] ^ De Txin. i. 4. 10. 



heretical opinions to Gregory : shewn to be in error. 338 

spect to the former^ Petavius endeavours to shew that book ti. 
Gregory's statements were correct ; whilst in the latter he ^ 5', e. 
thinks that Thaumaturgus did Arianize. Huet™ also^ rely- Gregory^ 
ing too much, as it seems, on the candour and judgment of Thaumat. 
Petavius, writes, '' that Gregory Thaumaturgus was censured^ ^ castiga- 
by Basil, for openly affirming that the Son was created."*"™ "^'*®' 
Afterwards he does not hesitate to say, that that admirable 
man was '' a follower of the ravings of Arius/' The Arian 
Sandius°, relying on the authority of these very learned 
men, glories greatly in the fact, that one who was so great 
a glory and ornament of the Christian Church, by the con- 
fession of us Catholics ourselves, agreed in opinion with [429] 
Arius. If, however, we consider with a little more atten- 
tion the words of Basil themselves, from which the mate- 
rials of this accusation have been derived, it will presently 
appear, that the charge of Arianism is made on Gregory 
against the mind' of Basil. Basil then, in his seventy-fourth' ingratiis. 
epistle®, to the people of Neocsesarea, after he had said that 
the revivers of SabeUianism amongst them, with whom he 
was in controversy, had even consigned their follies to pub- 
lished works, having mentioned an epistle of theirs to Mele- 
tius, presently animadverts on another epistle, addressed by 
them to Anthimus, a bishop, in which they put forward the 
great Gregory^s authority for their ravings. These are the 
words of Basil I*; ''They made an attempt by letter on An- 
thimus also, bishop of Tyana, who is of one mind with us, 
as if forsooth Gregory, in an exposition of the faith, had said 
that the Father and the Son are indeed two in [our] mode 156 
of conception', but in hypostasis, one\ And these men who ' /iriyo(f. 
congratulate themselves on the subtilty of their minds, were * ^^' 
[yet] unable to perceive that this was not said dogmaticaUy, 
bat in the way of argument in his disputation with ^lian : 
in which many [expressions] are errors of the transcribers," 
(that is to say, many things have been wrongly^ copied firom^perperam. 
the original MS.,) ''as we shall shew, if God will, on the 

" Huet Origenian., p. 36. [lib. iL yoplou ^Mvyof 4r iicBitru Tiartms, 

Quast 2. 10. p. 122.] irar4pa «rai vihy iwiroi^ fi^y ttycu 8^, 

■ Enucl. Hist Eccl. i. p. 111. ^o<rrdir€i 9h tv, rovro ik Sri olf 8o7fAa- 

• [£p. ccx. 5.] riic«f cfjfnrroi, &XA' d7»Ki(rrticwf 4if rf 

f Ko^icay 8^ rtva tu^om 8<* kwiffro- wpbs Alktawhif 8iaA^(ci, oIk 1fivirfi$Tiaaif 

krit Koi wphs rhy SfUi^op ^ifAAr^hyBt- avt^iMw ol M Acrr^nrri r«r ^pw&v 

fiO¥ rhp TvApmv iviaKomw, itt $pa Fpii- iavrohs fuucaplfopr^s' iv f ToWk 7 Ay 



334 The SabelKan view itaied by him in 



only. 



ON THE words themselves^ Further^ in using persuMion ta a heathen, 
■TANTiv- h® ^^^ ^^^ think it necessary to be exact in hi» words^ bat 
LiTY OP [thought that he ought] in certain cases to adapt himself^ to 
T- — T-r what he whom he was seeking to penuade had been accus- 
rmp x^ tomed to^ in order that he might not offer opposition on 
\ «« >p- the most important points^ on which very account you will 
s (TwStS^ also find there many expressions^ which now give the greateat 
^ strength to the [cause of the] heretics^ such as ' creature^ 

* ^ ^Ibni i'^^^') *^^ ' work' {iroifffia,) and others which there may 
wfAs rit be of that kind. Besides^ they who hear what he has written 
*i»o!i d- ^^*^^^* previous instruction^ refer to the subject of the God- 
T«f. head much of what is said with reference to the union with 

•irp^sr^ the manhood^; and of this kind is that aho, which these 
amIpSL. [heretics] are circulating/' In the passage Basil infcMrms us, 
[430] that the Sabellians understood those words in Gregory's ex- 
position, "that the Father and the Son are indeed two in 
[our] mode of conception^ but in hypostasis one/' — which 
he had brought f<Mrward in the course of discussion only on 
the hypothesis of his opponents — as the doctrine of Gregory 
himself; and for this he ridicules the want of perception of 
the witlings^, who were unable to discern what was so obvious. 
aisAc^ky. Basil therefore, does not say that it was the actual opinion of 
Gregory, that the Father and the Son differed simply in [our] 
conception [of Them',] but he says the precise contrary. 
Fetavius accordingly lost his labour and his time**, when he 
endeavoured by I know not what subtleties to defend that 
statement, as if it were made by Gregory in a right and 
catholic sense, and censured Basil, as if he had widiout good 
grounds found fault with the same declaration of Grregory. 
For Gregory never wrote this as his own opinion; nor did 
Basil anywhere attribute that foolish heresy to him. Basil, 
moreover, says that fiEiulty copies of that work of Gregory 
had been circulated by the heretics, in which many things 



^ cogiU- 
tione. 



homun- 
cionum 



^operam 
et oleum. 

[481] 



Oc^f 04\rf. Ircira ii4moi rhv 'EAAijya 

fMdai wtpl rk ^ftara' &XX* Hariv Ihni 
jcol avpMdyai [<rvy9iZ6yra ed. Bened.} 
7> If^ffi Tov iyayafA4voVf its &r fiif iyri- 
rtivot wphs rh icaipia. iih {^ K<d voAAor 
&y c^is /«€« ^yiiSf rkt yw rots alpt- 



rucots iA.9yiffrypf l<rx^ waf^xopJpas' itf 
rh Ktltrfta, «ral r^ votrifia, Koi ttri rot^' 

OVTOP, WOX/Jl Z\ KoX Tfpl T^S ITphs T^ 

&y9paviroy <rvva^c(at tipfiti4ya cit rhtt 
Ttpl r^s Ot6TfiTos kyaip4powri xiyotft ol 
kinuZt^tts r&¥ yvypamiivwv iucoioyrn' 
^q76» 4aT^ ical rovrOf rh wapii TO^rmy 
irtpip^fityoy. — Oper. BatiL, torn. ilL 
p. 101. [p. 316.] 
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were wrongly transcribed; snd pledges himself to shew those book n. 
mistakes evidently. This is the manifest meaning of the ^^%^a, 7!'' 
words, '' in which many [statements] are errors of the tran- Gregory 
scribers/^ &xi,, and to this^ it seems, we ought to refer what THAUM^t. 
Evagrius observes in his Eccles. Hist. iii. 31, that heretics had 
obtruded their insanities on the world under the name of the 
great Gregory. Lastly, Basil allows that Gregory, in what 
was really his own in that work, (as he did not think it neces- 
sary, in delivering a simple outline of Christian doctrine to a 
heathen, to be exact in his expressions,) had himself used 
many expressions, from which the followers of the heresy 
which was the opposite to the Sabellian, endeavoured to esta- 
blish their doctrines^. But does Basil say that they were 
right in so doing ? Any thing but that ; for shortly after he 
adds, that what Gregory had said of Christ in reference to 
His human nature, the heretics had ignorantly applied to 
His divinity. And to this class he expressly refers that say- 
ing, terUrfua icoL iroi7f/Ma ('' creature and work,'') which the 
sophists made so much boast of. Basil, therefore, does not 
say, (as Petavius would have him say,) that Gregory had in 
reality either thought or written, that the Son of God, in 
that He is properly the Son of God, is a creature or work; 
rather he intimates the very contrary. 

7. But why need we say so much ? So far is Basil in this [432] 
passage from allowing that the Antitrinitarian heretics, of 
whatever kind, had with good reason put forward Gregory 
as sanctioning their tenets, that even in this very epistle he 
himself confidently appeals to his view on the Hofy Trinity, 
in the first place after the Holy Scriptures. His words', not 
far from the beginning of the epistle, are these ; '' There is 157 
a perversion of the faith studiously pursued* among you, ' tuK^ra- 
which is opposed to the doctrine of the Apostles and Evaur 
gelists, and also opposed to the tradition of Gregory the 
truly great, and of his successors down to the blessed Mu- 



rcu. 



* Namely the Anomoeans, who were 
alio causing disturbances in the Church 
at Neocesarea, as is evident from the 
words of Basil in this epistle ; " For 
on one side the Anomoean is rending 
US, on another, as it seems, Sabellius." 
(iirr§v0€P yhp rifjLas 6 'Ay6f»4Uos n'opdif' 
9^v kr4pmBwv 9k, in Isitcci', So^MAiof.) 
Ibid. 



' niarttts dtaarpo^ irap* 6fiiy /AfA<- 
rariu, ^x^P^ M^" '^^^ diroaroAMrstt ical 
€{tayy*KiKois Z^yfAacuf, ix^P^ '^ '''P *"** 
pai6au rov fitydKou ^t &Ai}d«s Ffniyo- 
pU>v Kot rm¥ i^^s &ir^ Act (rov, A&^XP* 
TOW tuucapiov MowrtMov ct tA 81W7- 
fiarA frovAa 6/iu» iffrlp In Koi ww hf 
A^rtfrt.— p. 99. [§ 8. p. S14.] 
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336 St, Gregory Thaumaturgus altogether Catholic. 

ON THE sonias, whose instructions are even jet sounding in your 

•tantia"- ®*^S''* ^^^ ^*c* ^ *^^ • ^^^^ the sentiments and expres- 
LiTY OP sions of Gregory with respect to the Persons of the Ood- 
heady were altogether correct and catholic ; but the heretics 
of Neocsesarea^ being pressed by his authority especially, 
either corrupted^ or altogether wrongly interpreted^ his words. 
Hence Basils at the end of the preceding epistle% the seventy- 
third, thus addresses them, not without great emotion of 
mind; ''Be silent as to these innovations respecting the 
faith; do not reject the [divine] hypostases; deny not the 
name of Christ; misinterpret not the words of Qregoiy. 
Otherwise it is impossible for us, so long as we continue 
to breathe and have the power of speech, to keep silence 
in the case of so great perdition of souls/' Thus have we 
at length delivered Gregory of Neocsssarea, the greatest 
teacher of Christianity, after the Apostles, out of the camp 
of the Arians, (where certain learned men were detaining 
him by force, and as if a captive,) and have restored him to 
the Catholic Church. 
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CHAPTER XIII. 

WHSEBIN THE VIEWS KESFECTn^G THE COKSUBSTANTIAUTT OP THE 80K, Ot 
THE SIX BISHOPS OF THE COUirCIL OP Alk'TIOCH, WHO WBOTE AN EPISTLB 
TO PAUL OP SAMOSATA, AS WELL AS OP THE HAETTBS PIEBIT7S, PAMPHILUS, 
LUCIAN, AND METHODIUS, IS SHEWN TO BE CATHOLIC, AND QUITS IN 
HAEHONT WITH THE NICENE CEEED. 

1. In the days of Gregory Thaumaturgus there arose the 
heresy of Paul of Samosata, who denied the divinity of 
Christ, in opposition to whom the catholic bishops repeat- 
edly assembled at Antioch. Of these bishops, the six chief 
(whose names were Hymenseus, Theophilus, Theotecnns, 
Maximus, Proclus, and Bolanus) wrote a remarkable epistle 
to Paul^, before he was expelled from the Church by the 
anathema of the last and AiUest synod, which is still extant 

' rkf wfpl riiv Tlarw KOivoTOfkloa Ko- Svi^/ic0a ^iyywBm, ^lixovw iuias 

rcuriydcart, rii trroordurtu ft^ kSvrtnt, iwl roavbrp \iny ^vx&r ifMwr^*.— [Ep. 

rh byofJM rod XpiffTov ft^ &iraf»yfc0^c, ccvii. p. SI 2.] 

tAj rod TpTTYopiou ipurits fiif vapt^n- ' In the year 270. Care.— >Bowter. 



^ pnescien- 



Letter of the Six Bishops of the Council of Antioch. 337 
in the 11th vol. of the Bibliotheca Patrum". In that epistle book n. 

CHAP XII 

the holy prelates expressly teach, that the Son of God is in ^7. xiii.§i 
His very essence and substance God. For after professing Council 
that they are delivering^ " the faith which they had received ^^J^^' 
by tradition from the beginning, and held [as it had been] 
handed down and preserved in the Catholic Church until that 
very day by succession from the blessed Apostles, who were 
both eye-witnesses and ministers of the Word, the faith which 
is preached out of the Law, and the Prophets, and the New 
Testament i" after premising this profession, I say, they next 
assert that the true and apostolic faith respecting Christ is 
this^; ["That He is] the Wisdom, and Word, and Power of 
God, existing before the worlds^, not in foreknowledge (alone^), ^ vp^ 
but in essence and subsistence' God, the Son of God/* Never- "'^•'**''- 
theless, Petavius does not suffer even these bishops to slip out tii soli. 
of his hands without some brand of heterodoxy : although, }\ 
as we have said, they were in the front rank of the great , ^^^/ 
council of Antioch, and wrote their epistle, as is probable, <rci. 
with the cognizance of the whole synod. For in his first 
book on the Trinity, c. iv. § 10, the Jesuit writes thus of 
them j " Moreover, those six bishops who sent the epistle to 
Paul of Samosata before he was degraded^, set forth in it < in ordi- 
certain statements respecting the Son, somewhat discordant "e^^u,*^*" 
from the rule of the catholic faith : for instance, when they 
say that the Son, in creating the world, fulfilled the Father^s 
will, and that the Father gave Him commandment so to 
do. Hence also they prove the Son to be different^ fromtdivertum. 
the Father; inasmuch as he who commands, must necessarily 
be another from him whom he commands. They add, that 
He appeared to the patriarchs also in fulfilment of the 
Father's will, and that on account of this ministerial service 
He obtained the name of Hhe Angel.**' This censure of 
Petavius was greedily caught at by Sandius', that he might 
fill his bag with these great names also, as abettors of Arian- 

* [It' is also given in Routh'B Reliq. roS X^ov, Kara77cXAo/i^io7v in p6fjMv 

Sacr., vol. ii p. 465. — B.] ical irpo<prir&v wal rijs Koty^s dtotf^fnyr, 

■ [l8o{cy fffjuy iyyptupoy rijy iriarty labrjiif iKBtaStu. — Ibid.] 

fr 4^ iipXVf iraptXdfiQftMVt kcU ^x^M**^ ' (roiplayfKai\^ov,KaX96v€i/Juv9*oVf 

wapaSoBtTaoff jcal rripovfUrny iv rp ico- irp6 oxAymw 6trra, oi irpoyywtrttf dW* 

$o\iKy jcai ayltf /fcicAi}<rif, /idxpt T^f ohtritf leol ivoordati Sthv, Btov vi6». 

viifitpoy iifi4pas itc StoSox^s 6ir^ (for. [Ibid.] 

ijchf Routh.) *r&v iMKttpitv i,woar6\mtf, * £nucL Hist Eccles. i. 123, 124. 
ot jcol vin&wToi fcal inrfip4rai y€y6yaat 

BULL. z 
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St. Pierius ; his works lost ; 
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ism. Butj though Petavius or any one else bring forward a 
thousand passages of this kind out of the ancients^ he will 
never thereby persuade me, that they agreed in opinion with 
Anus. For I know^ that all those passages, so far as they 
refer either to the subordination of the Son to the Father^ 
as His Principle and Author, or to the economy which the 
Son of God undertook immediately after the fall of man, 
(and the last passage ought to be referred to this,) do admit 
of a sound and orthodox sense, and are not discordant' from 
the rule of the catholic faith, as set forth by the Nicene 
fathers ; although they do perhaps exhibit some discrepancy 
from the scholastic theology, to which Petavius deferred too 
much in respect to these mysteries. But, as for these six 
bishops, I shall hereafter^ shew by a marked testimony 
out of this their own epistle, that they held, that the Son 
of God in respect of nature^ is altogether equal to the 
Father. Meanwhile let us pass on to other doctors of the 
Church. 

2. Pierius, a presbyter of the Church of Alexandria, and 
the teacher of Pamphilus the martyr, flourished^ (according 
to Jerome^) under Clams and Diocletian, at the time that 
Theonas presided over that Church. So great was the ele- 
gance of his style, and diversity of his treatises, that, as 
Jerome also states, he was called the younger Origen. He 
was a man of wonderful asceticism', and affected' voluntary 
poverty. It is also reported, as Photius affirms, that he suf- 
fered martyrdom for the name of Christ, together with his 
brother Isidore. The works that he sent out have now all 
been lost; but we learn from Photius, who had read a 
volume of his in twelve books, that he was quite a catho- 
lic writer on this article of the divinity of the Son. For, 
in cod. II9«, he thus says of him: ''Many things he sets 
forth in a way different from what now obtains^ in the 
Church, perhaps after the ancient manner*: touching the 
Father and the Son, however, he treats religiously*, except 
that he calls Them two substances and two natures^; using 



* See this book, chap. 6. { 6. [p. 
170.] 

* See book ir. chap. 2. § 7. 

* About the year 288. Cave. — 

BOWYER. 

^ Catalog. Script. Eccles., c. 87. 



[▼oL il p. 901.] 

* VOAX& 8i f(t rmv vw 4p rp iKKkvf- 
(r/f teaBttm^Srmp, iLpxtttvTp&wws ttn^s^ 
kwo^MUyrrai' &XA& ircp2 fA^y TletTphs jca2 
v/ov nhcnfims rpHr0§6ti, v\^v Brt ovalas 
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the words substance and nature^ as is plain from what pre- book n. 
cedes and follows^ instead of person {v7roaTdai9,) and not ^"^i*, 2. 
as the followers of Arius [use them] ." What Pierius had pierius. 
written concerning the Son of God^ must indeed have been [437] 
in the highest degree catholic^ since his statements are com- 
mended as very religious^ and alien from Arianism, even by ' pie ad- 
Photius himself^ who was in other instances a rigid and se- ^\^^ 
vere critic of the earlier writers^ and was wont to bring even 
their most harmless expressions under the suspicion of Arian- 
ism. Besides, when Photius says, that Pierius had set forth 
many thinp ^fter the ancient manner, and differently from 
what in his age obtained in the Churchy and then imme- 
diately adds^ that the same Pierius did^ nevertheless^ believe 
religiously concerning the Son of God^ he therein plainly 
indicates^ that the doctrine of Pierius respecting the Son of 
God^ altogether agreed with the theology which in his own 
age was regarded as catholic. Now all who know any thing 
of Ecclesiastical History, are aware how widely removed 
from Arianism was the doctrine of the Greek Church con- 
cerning the Son of God, in the time of Photius ; with respect 
however to what Photius further states in the same place, 
that Pierius's teaching respecting the Holy Ghost was not re- 
ligious^, inasmuch as he affirmed that the Holy Ghost is infe- > minuB pie 
rior to the Father and the Son, it is very easily defended from jih^i^*' 
the suspicion of heresy. For the Holy Ghost is lesss than > miuor. 
the Father and the Son in the same respect, in which the Son 
Himself is acknowledged by all Catholics to be less^ than * minor. 
the Father ; I mean in respect of origin*. The Son has His ' originis 
origin from the Father alone ; whilst the Holy Ghost derives "'^^*^ "* 
His origin from the Father and the Son, as the Western 
Church defined; or from the Father through the Son^ as 'per 
the Orientals loved to express themselves. This I am quite ^^™' 
persuaded is all that Pierius meant. But it is clear from this 
how fakely, and, as his way is, how impudently Sandius wrote 
that^; *' Pierius (as Photius attests) taught that the Son 
and the Father are two essences and natures,'^ the words 
essences and natures, that is, being taken in the sense in [438] 

ica\ ip^€t»s Mnart, &s irjAMV Ik re T&y wpofftuftuctifityoit "xpAinwos, --' [Phot 

kwofUimv Koui v^ovyovfUtmy rov )(mptov, Bibl. cod. 119.] 

iunl T^i Ivoardff^MSf ital olfx ^' 'Apc/^ ' Enucl. Hist Eccles. i. p. 126. 
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340 Pamphilus, The genuineness of his Apology for Origen 

ON THE which they are distinguished from person. Photius does not 
sTANTiV- ft^^fist this, but the direct contrary, namely that Pierius's 
LiTY OF belief respecting the Father and the Son was religious ; and 

THE 8'>N« 

'- that, in the place where he said, that the Father and the 

Son are two substances, it is manifest from the context of 
the passage, that he used the word ovauL (substance) in- 
stead of xnroaraaLs (person) ; and that he, consequently^ 
meant no more than that the Father and the Son are 
two persons; and that this is catholic, all Catholics will, 
I suppose, readily allow. But from the master let us come 
to his scholar. 

Pamphi- 3. St. Pamphilus ^^ a disciple of Pierius, and presbyter of 

*'"'• the Church of Csesarea in Palestine, a celebrated man, who 

was crowned*' with martyrdom in the persecution under 

iTfAc(«Nriy. Maximinus, a little before his death', being in prison along 
with Eusebius, wrote an Apology for Origen, consisting of fire 
parts, to which, after the death of Pamphilus, Eusebius him- 
self added a sixth. The first of these five books of Pamphilus^ 
is still extant in a Latin translation by Ruffinus, among the 
works of Jerome, published by Marianus Victorinus*. It 
can be easily proved, in opposition to Jerome, who advances 
various and inconsistent arguments on this point, that this 
book does not wrongly bear the martyr's name. At all events 
the statement is palpably false which Jerome makes, (in 
book iii. of his Apology against Ruffinus, chapter 4^) that 
" Ruffinus was the only person who had published^' that 
Apology " under the martyr's name ;'' since the Greek copies 
also, (as is attested by Photius, cod. 118, and by the ancient 
Greek author of an Apology for Origen, mentioned in Pho- 
tius, cod. 117,) attributed it to Pamphilus. It is in a crafty 
way also that Jerome repeatedly contends that the Apology 
is the work of Eusebius; for it is, indeed, Eusebius's, but 
not Eusebius's alone; inasmuch as it was composed by the 
joint labours of both, of Pamphilus as well as of Eusebius. 
[439] This fact is expressly asserted by Eusebius himself, who 
best knew the circumstances, in his Ecclesiastical History^ 

' He flourished about the year 294. volume of the Benedictine edition of 

Cave. — BowYER. Origen.] 

k About the year 309. Cave. — ^ [Jerome's words are "quem tu 

BowYER. [See above, p. 65.] boIus sub martyris nomine edidisti." 

* [And in the appendix to the fourth § 12. vol ii. p. 541.] 



which implies the catholicity of its author. 
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vi. 33, he says^ ; " But what is necessary to be known con- book n. 

CHAP XIII 

cerning him (Origen), you may gather from the Apology on § i, s. 
his behalf, composed by me and Famphilus, the holy martyr pamphi- 
of our times ; which we wrote on account of his censorious '•"■• 
accusers, labouring together with care and diligence/^ Pho- 
tius, cod. 118, explains this passage of Eusebius thus"*; "I 
read the work of Pamphilus the martyr and Eusebius in de- 
fence of Origen ; the book consists of six parts ^, of which five * r6fiot. 
were the work of Pamphilus, when he was in prison, Eusebius 
being with him there, and the sixth was finished by Euse- 
bius, after the martyr was removed from this life by the 
sword, and departed^ to God for whom he longed.^' It is, « iuftxwrr, 
strange, however, that Jerome, in the passage quoted above, 
should endeavour to prove that this Apology was not written 
by Pamphilus, by this argument especially''; ''that Euse- 
bius writes that Pamphilus published nothing of his own/' 
For here, it seems, he sets Eusebius against Eusebius; inas- 
much as the same Eusebius, as we have seen, expressly testi- 
fies that Pamphilus employed his labours in that defence. 
But Jerome might, if he had wished, very easily have solved 
this difficulty ; for the Apology could not properly be called 
Pamphilus^ own work, since he wrought it out with the 
assistance of another, namely Eusebius. Of the fidelity of 
Ruffinus's version of Pamphilus^s Apology, we have spoken 
already, [pages 272, 273.] Now it is abundantly clear from 
that Apology, that the opinion of Pamphilus was orthodox 
concerning the divinity of Christ For while in that work 
the holy man endeavours to prove that Origen was catho- 
lic, from the circumstance that in his writings he taught <>, 
" that the Holy Ghost is unchangeable, equally as the Father 
and the Son ; that the Trinity is equal, and that the Holy 
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iiaytfAyai iliVf ravra koX in rris ivlp 
abrov irtirovi/ifiiimis fifiiv tc koI t^ xait 
^/JMS Up^ fidpTvpt UofupiXo} itroKoylas 
TdptffTiy iufoXt^affSat' %y r&p piXcwrltay 
^y«Ka ffv/xworfi^ayrts &AA^Xotf, Sx^ 
cwov^TJs irtiroi'fifitBa. — [Euseb. H. £. 
vi. 33.] 

■ iytyyticBii Tlafi^lKov rod fidprvpos 
Kol Evaf/Siov thrip 'Optytyovs' rdfioi 8i 
T^ $i$\loy c{* £y ol fily wdrr* Uofj^iX^ 
rb itfffittT^ptop oiKovyrtf evfiirap6trros 



Kol ZifotfiloVf i^9Woyfi$rj<rcaf' 6 9^ ^ktos, 
^irc2 i fiaprvs ^i^tt rov {py itiraxOtls 
hviXwrt wphs ty ix60€i Sthvt E,i(r*fii^ 
\otirhy iiirapri^tTeu. [Phot cod. 118.] 
° [cum . . .] Eusebius scribal Pam- 
hilum nihil proprii operis edirlisse. — 
S. Hieron. ubi supra, p. Bil.] 
' [Quod eadem sit inconvertibilitas 
Spiritus Sancti, quae et Patris et Filii 
(c. 4. p. 26) ; . . . . Quod equalis sit 
Bibi Trinitas, et quod Spiritus Saiictus 
non sit creatura (p. 27) ; ... . Quod sicut 
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342 Lucian ; the Arians boasted of him as 

ON THE Ghost is not a creature ; that as the Father knows the be- 

sTANTiA- giniiings and the limits of all things which exists so does the 

LiTY OF Son^ and so does the Holy Ghost know them : that the Son 

THE SON 

'- is 6fioovaco9, (consnbstantial,) that is, of one substance with 



the Father ;" while, I say, he endeavours to shew that Origen 
was orthodox on these heads, he most plainly declares that 
he himself held the same propositions to be true and catholic 
Besides, it is no contemptible argument for the orthodoxy of 
Pamphilus on this point, that he was taught his theology by 
St. Pierius ; and that Pierius held entirely orthodox opinions 
concerning the Father and the Son, Photius himself, as we 
have seen, allows. It follows that the shameless sophist^ 
SandiusP, has most unjustly classed this blessed martyr 
among those who favoured and supported the heresy which 
was afterwards called Arian. 
Lucian. 4. With St. Pamphilus must be joined St. Lucian ^. He 
was a presbyter of the Church of Antioch and a very eloquent 
man, who laboured so much in the study of the Scriptures, 
that even in the age of Jerome, as he himself testifies', certain 
1 exem^la- copics of the Scriptures were called Lucianean^ He wrote 
turarum*' some short treatises^ concerning the faith, and brief epistles 
Luciansa. to some persous, which are all lost. He suffered at Nico- 
iibeiioB. mgflja in maintaining the cause of Christ, during the perse- 
^ ^ cution of Maximinus*, and was buried at Helenopolis in 
Bithynia. This blessed man, also, Petavius has branded 
with the mark of heterodoxy, in the article concerning the 
divinity of the Son*; and he is [herein] followed by San- 
dius^, who boasts much of Lucian as a patron of the Arians. 
Nay, even Huet himself, misled, I suppose, by Petavius, enu- 
merates this martyr amongst those who devised false and 
absurd notions respecting the Trinity'. Let us, however^ 
examine the arguments, on which this censure of theirs 
is grounded. First, they say, that the Arians used to call 
themselves Luciauists, because, that is, of their agreeing in 

Pater noyit initia omnium qus sunt, ' Hieron. CataL Script Eccles., c. 

et fines, sic et Filius, sic et Spiritus 88. [vol. ii. p. 903.] 

Sanctus sciat (p. 28); .... 6/Aoo6<nos ■ In the year 311. Cave. — Bowter. 

est cum Patre Filius, id estyUnius sub- ' De Trin. i. 4. 13. 

stantisB (p. S3.) « Enucl. Hist. Eccles. L p. 127. 

' EnucL Hist Eccles. I p. 126. ' Pag. 187. Origenian. ii. 8. § 6. 

<i He flourished about the year 290. [p. 258.] 
Cave. 



agreeing with them; set forth his Creed, 343 

belief with Lucian the martyr. I grant it ; but what man of book n. 

CHAP XlIX 

sense will give credit to this most mendacious class of men ? ^ 3I.5. 
They boasted just in the same way of Origen and Dionysius Lucian. 
of Alexandria as being of one mind with themi. But how *^/*«^^ 
utterly vain and shameless this boasting of theirs was^ I have 
given, if I mistake not^ abundant proof in the preceding 
chapters. As regards the martyr Lucian^ however^ what 
Sozomen^ Hist. Eccl. iii. 5^, relates respecting the council 
which was convened at Antioch^ by the mandate of the em- 
peror Constantius^ for the Dedication [of the Golden church J 1^1 
is worthy of being noted. The bishops of this synod (of 
whom the largest part were either simply Arians^ or at any 
rate only too favourable to Arius) first published a Confession 
of faith, which was widely different from the Nicene faith. 
But since in this formulary they were thought to have 
treated in too meagre a way of the divinity of the Son, they 
published another more full, seizing the following circum- 
stance as an occasion for it. Having somewhat prolonged 
their stay at Antioch, they discovered a Confession of faith 
which had been drawn up by the martyr Lucian ; this, in- [442] 
asmuch as the word ofioovau)^ was not found in it, and 
some of its phrases seemed to favour their heresy, they 
greedily embraced, and published it as the explication of 
their own belief; for the purpose, no doubt, of persuading 
the ignorant that they held the belief of the famous martyr 
Lucian. For thus Sozomen writes in the passage cited'; 
''And they said that they had discovered this Creed, all 
written in the hand of Lucian himself, who suffered martyr- 
dom at Nicomedia.'^ 

5. This formulary is given by Athanasius, Socrates ■, and 
others, and for the sake of the reader who may not have these 
authors by him, I shall not hesitate to transcribe here such 
portions of it as relate to the Trinity. The Creed of Lucian, 
then, so much talked of by the Arians, makes this profession 
respecting the most Holy Trinity : " In agreement with the 
teaching' of the Gospels and the Apostles we believe in one '»«f»a«Arfi. 
God the Father Almighty, the Creator* and Maker [and • Bfifuoufh- 

yhy Tc «ca2 
' See also Niceph. HisL Eccles. ix. 5. ■ wurr^io/i^y 4jcoAo^»r rp €ia77«- iro<t|T^r. 

' fXtyoy 8c ra^rfy r^v wiarty 6\6' \iKp koI inroirroKiKp irapaZ6au els tya 
ypeu^v €bp7iK9yiu AovKtayov, rov iv Ni* 6c&k Utnipa myroKpdropaf rhy r»y 
KOfifi^fl^ ftofnupriffcafros. — [H. £. iii. 5.] SAwk irifuovffyhy re ical iroirfr^y [fca2 
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' TcAc(«0'iy. 



• oix air- 

' o&di dp' 
ywy KUfid- 
vt$y [wy&s 
Ath.] 

trrwrtu 



Providential Ruler] of all things, [from whom are all things] ; 
and in one Lord Jesus Christ, His Son, the only-begotten, 
God ; through whom were all things (made) ; who was be- 
gotten of ^ the Father before (all) the worlds, God of ^ Giod, 
Whole of Whole, Sole of Sole, Perfect of Perfect, King of 
King, Lord from* Lord ; the living Word, Wisdom, Life \ 
true Light, Way of Truth *, Resurrection, Shepherd, Door, 
both unalterable and unchangeable, the unvarying* Image of 
the Godhead, both of ihe substance and power, and counsel 
and glory of the Father ; the first-born of every creature ; 
Him, who was in the beginning with God, God the Word, ac- 
cording to that which is said in the Gospel, 'And the Word 
was God;' through whom all things were made, and in 
whom all things consist; Him who in the last days came 
down from above, and was bom of a virgin, according to the 

Scriptures ; And in the Holy Ghost, who is given 

to them that believe for consolation and sanctification, and 
(for) perfection^ : even as our Lord Jesus Christ gave com- 
mandment to His disciples, saying, Go ye and make disciples 
of all nations, baptizing them into the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost ; that is, of the Father, 
being truly Father, the Son, being truly Son, and the Holy 
Ghost, being truly Holy Ghost ; the names not being used 
as mere [names',] and without [corresponding] realities', 
but expressing accurately the proper Person^® (hypostasis), 
and glory, and order of Each of Those that are named ; so 
that They are in Person*^ (hypostasis) Three, but in agree- 
ment One.'* 



irpovoTiT^v i^ oZ T& wdirra]' leol tts tya 
Kvpiov *lri<rovv Xpurrhv, rby vlhy atrou 
rhv fAOvoyevrj Bfhvt 9i* oZ ra irdvra 
(iyfvfTo)' rhvywyriBivra irph {ir<L>r(»v) 
r^v atdifuy iK rov UarphSf Behy ix 
BfoVt i\oy i^ SAov, ii6vov 4k fi6you, tc- 
Xdoy ix rt\(lou, ^turiXia 4k $aaiK4t$fi, 
Kvpioy &irb Kvplou' \6yoy ^AvrOi ffO' 
tplttpf l^tifhv [1. ^M(ray]t ^s iiXiiBiyhyt 
6^hy iLKrfitias [1. tthy^ oAT/^fiav]. dyd' 
araaiVy xoifitya, dvpouf tirperrt^y re Koi 
ikyaWoiuToy {r^y) rri$ ^c^tt/tos, ohtrlas 

rod Tlarphs iivapdKKaKroy tlxSva' rhy 
wpc9r6roKov vdojfs Krlfftvs' rbi' ipra 4y 
iipXp vpi>s rhy Bthy^ \6yoy Bthy^ Karii 
rh (lprfu4yoy 4y r^ 9ifayyt\l<p, Kai Bths 
Ijy 6 K6yo%f 8<' oZ r^ irdyra 4y4v9rOf Ktxi 
4v y Tflt -wdvra auytarriKt' rhy 4ir^ 4ffX'^' 



rotv T&y iifupHy xartXOdyra ivttBtWf iral 
y«yyri$4yra 4k irap$4yov Korii r^t 7pa" 
^<£r. . . . Ko} fit rh wcv.ua rh dytoy, 
rh elf irapdK\ri(rty jcal aytofffihyt «al 
(c2f) r€\fiw<riy roTs irKmCowri 8i5<$f((- 
yoy KaBiits Koi 6 K6pios hfiAy 'Iritrovs 
Xpiffrhs 8icT(i|aT0 to?; fxaBrfrcus, \4y»y, 
TlopfuB^yrts fiaOrirtifaar* irdyra ra (Orn, 
fiaxri^oyrts avrobs tit rh tyofut rov 
Harphsi KoX rov vlov^ ira2 rov aylov we^ 
fiaros. 97i?ioy Zri Uarphs iLKriBiyus tyros 
HarphSf icol viov dXi}9ir»r vioS iyrot, 
Koi iryt^fittros hylou iiKtiBw 6yros iryti' 
fiaros hyiov' r&y hyofidrwy ohx ^vAwr, 
obZ\ kpywy [I. &p7£f ] Ktiikiywy^ &AX& aiy- 
fiaiy6yrwy iucptfiQs r^y tilay [1. oiKflay} 
ixdirrov r&y 6yofAa^ofA4y»y hrSirratrly 
TC Koi 96^ay Koi rd^iy &s tJyai rf fi^y 
Owoffrdatf rpia^ rp dt ervfA^yii^ ty. — 



Grounds for thinking that this Creed was really Lucian's. 845 

6. That this was really the Creed of Luciau^ and was not book iu 
palmed npon him by the Arians^ is proved by many con- ^"|5^ g"'* 
siderations. In the first place^ those bishops wonld have lu^cian. 
acted very imprudently^ and even shamelessly^ if they had [444] 
published any Confession of faith at Antioch in the name 
of Lucian, which was not really his ; [in a place] where the 162 
memory of the holy martyr was justly sacred^ and his writ- 
ings were preserved with the most religious care ; so that any 
fraud might have been detected with the greatest ease by 
any one. Secondly^ suppose it had been possible for them 
to practise deceit on one single occasion^ in safety^ still the i semel. 
imposture could not have been long concealed. Yet the 
Arians put forward this Creed, and that with the greatest 
confidence, as the undoubted production of Lucian the mar- 
tyr, many years afterwards, when, in the reign of Valen- 
tinian and Valens, a synod was to be assembled' in the city > congre- 
of Tarsus in Cilicia, as Sozomen states in his Ecclesiastical f^^^ 
History vi. 12. For then, he says, in the same passage ^ 
*' about thirty-four bishops of Asia, having assembled in Caria 
of Asia, commended the zeal [shewn] for the concord of 
the Churches ; but declined the word ofioowi^s; and strenu- 
ously maintained that the faith which had been put forth at 
Antioch and Seleucia, ought to hold, both as being that of 
the martyr Lucian, and as having been approved by their pre- 
decessors amid dangers and many labours.*' Moreover, if the [445] 
Arians had themselves patched together this Creed, they would 
certainly have made it more closely conformed to their own 
opinions ; at least they would not have inserted such things 
as would be quite a death-blow to their own heresy \ and 
that some things of this kind are found in it, we shall pre- 
sently shew. Lastly, this Confession of faith is chiefly di- 
rected against the Sabellian heresy, as is most manifest from 



Socrat Hist Eccles. ii. ]0. S. Athan. 
Lib. de Synod. Arim. et Seleuc, torn. 
i. p. 892. [§ 23. vol. i. p. 785-6. The 
words omitted in St Athanasius are in- 
cluded in ( ), his additions and varia- 
tions in [ ]. In the concluding clauses 
he lias iXrfims for dkuBirSos, and some 
slight variations in the arrangement of 
the words.] 



itrtffKSiruVt r^v fily M rp Sfiovoiif, r&v 
iKKKuffiSav inrovt^¥ imfvovy' Topprovirro 
Si rh rov dfJLOowriov Svofia' koI ri^y fp 
'Avrioxtl^ Kot XtKtvKtltf. tKTtBuaav 
vlffTip XP^^^ KpQTUV Itrxvpij^ofTOt &s 
Ktd AovKtavov rov fidprvpos o^op, koI 
fivrh Kiyi6y»y koI woWuv i^ptinwv 'wapk 
ruv vpb a{n»y 9oKifuur9fi(reaf. — [11. E. 
vi. 12. j 



846 The Creed being genuine shews ImjAaafCe orthodojpy. 

ON THE what it contains towards the end^ For after giTing a ixL 
stTntia" explanation of the faith respecting the most holy Trinity, the 
LiTT OP Creed at last concludes with this^ as a sort of epilogne, ex- 

THE SON '"^ 

'- plaining the sum and scope of all that had been stated be- 
fore ; '' Of the Father^ that is^ being truly Father, and of tkt 
Son, being truly Son, and of the Holy Ghost^ being" tmJr 
Holy Ghost ; the names not being used as mere [names J and 
without [corresponding] realities, but expressing aocaratelT 
the proper person, glory, and order of Each ; so that They are 
in Person Three, but in agreement One." Now what had these 
assertions to do with the Arian controversy, which was the 
subject of discussion at the council of Antioch ? In the dajs 
of Lncian, however, the doctrine of Sabellius was eapeciallv 
prevalent ; and Lucian himself is said to have been a most 
energetic opponent of it. To this I will subjoin, by way of 
>tnantiua addition^, an observation of Philostorgius, Hist Eccl. ii. 15, 
^^^' where, speaking of the disciples of Lucian the martyr, who 
had not maintained their master^s doctrine unimpaired, he 
>ira^rp^ writcs that^ '^Asterius had perverted his views^ testifying 
jJjJJJ ^' [as he does] in his words and writings that the Son is the 
[446] unvarying Image of the substance of the Father.'^ Asterins, 
however, borrowed this statement in so many words from the 
Creed of Lucian, as will be evident on comparing them. 

7. Now, if this Creed be really Lucian's, he must have 
been altogether catholic in the article of the divinity of the 
Son. For this Confession, except that the word ofioownof 
is wanting in it, does in all other points quite agree with the 
Nicene Creed, as Sozomen rightly observed in th6 passsge 
cited above. It follows that, if we look to the thing itself, 
putting aside all controversy about words, the Arians might 
with as good reason have called themselves the maintainers 
of the Nicene Creed, as Lucianists. Nay, I may ahnost 
venture to affirm, that the absolute divinity of the Son is 
up to a certain point more eflfectually and significantly ex- 
pressed in the Creed of Lucian, than in the Nicene Creed 
itself. For the words, " God of God, Whole of Whole, Per- 

An observation which has also been ippSyrifia, d-ropdUAoirroir wUSra r^t rov 

inade by Hilary, as the reader will see Uarfhs oMas cTrcu rhy vihv, iv rols 

in § 7. tJnov x6yois iral ypJifLfuwi BtofULprvp^' 

Koi rhy *Afrr4pioy irapaTpt^at rh fityov. [Philost H. E. ii. 15.] 



St. Hilary vindicates the catholicity of this Creed, 347 



feet of Perfect/' which occur in the Confession of Lucian^ book n. 
do more expressly enunciate the perfect Divinity of the Son, ^^^^e, 7!"' 
and the equality of His nature with the Father's, than those lucianT" 
of the Nicene Creed, " God of God, Light of Light, very 
God of very God/' Such statements, however, in the Creed 
of Lucian, as have the appearance of favouring the Arians 
in some degree, Hilary, in his book on the Synods against 
the Arians, admirably demonstrates to be quite catholic. 
These are his words®; ''The assembled synod of holy men 
therefore," (for so catholic did this Greed appear to Hilary, 
that he believed it had issued forth from catholic men 
assembled at Antioch,) — ''wishing to put an end to that 
impiety, which would elude the real existence' of the Fa- * Teriutem. 
ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, by represent- 
ing these as so many names', — that so a threefold denomi- ' nominum 
nation without a subsistent reality corresponding to each"""**'°* 
name', might uphold [their doctrine of] oneness*' under an [^^^l 
unreality* of names, and the Father being alone and single, gigtent'e 
the same and by Himself, might have the name of Holy causa no- 
Spirit and of Son— on this account asserted that They are . 

^ ... umoncm. 

three substances {substantias, [{nroard^rets]), indicating bysfaUiute. 
substances the persons of those that exist substantively, not 
separating the substance of the Father and the Son by the 
difference of dissimilar essence. Moreover the statement 
that They are indeed in substance {per substantiam, [inro- 
ardaet]) three ^ but in agreement one^, contains no ground' tria. 
for injurious accusation; because the Spirit, that is, the 
Comforter, being named along with Them, it was fitting 
to set forth the unity of agreement, rather than that of 
essence arising from likeness of substance >. Besides, the 
whole preceding statement did not in any one point dis- 
tinguish the Father and the Son by difference of essence 



unum. 



* Volens igitur congregata sanctorum 
synodus impietatem earn perimere, qua 
Teritatem Patris et Filii et Spiritus 
Sancti nominum numero eluderet, ut 
non Bubftistente causa uniuscujusque 
nominis, triplex nuncupatio obtineret 
sub falsitate nominum unionem, ct 
Pater solus atque unus idem atque ipse 
haberet (et Spiritus Sancti) nomen et 
Filii ; idcirco tres substantias esse dix- 
erunty subsistentium personas per sub- 



stantias edocentes, non snbstantiam 
Patris et Filii dirersitate dissirailis 
esseotiae separantes. Quod autem dic- 
tum est, ut sint quidem per subslanliam 
tria, per amsonantiam vero unumt non 
habet calumniam; quia connominato 
SpiritUi id est Paracleto, consonantis 
pottus quam essentise per similitudi- 
nem substantias prsedicari convenit 
uuitatem. Caeterum omnia superior 
sermo in nuUo Patrem et Filium es- 



348 The siatetnerU {Three Substances) ofLucian's Greedy 

ON THE and nature. For where it is said, ' God of God, Whole of 

s'vTntia" Whole'/ there is no doubt, that Whole God is begotten of 

LiTY OP Whole God. For neither is there di£Ference in the nature of 

: '" THim who is! God from God : and [He that is] Whole from 

ex toto. Whole, is Himself in [all] those things in which the Father 
s in iis est is^. ' One from One' {unutn ex unOy [jiovov ix fiovop]) excludes 
buTpater^' the affections of human birth and conception; so that, being 
"*• One from One, He is not from any other source, nor different, 

nor other**. Who is ' One from One, Perfect firom Perfect;' the 
snatiTitas. Condition of the begotten' differs not from that of the un- 
♦ftbinnas- begotten^ excepting the cause of origin, seeing that the per- 
fection of each is not different. ' King from King ;' power 
named together under one and the same name, admits not 
of dissimilarity of power. * Lord of Lord '/ lordship also is 
made equal by [the word] Lord; nor does lordship [thus] 
confessed in each, without difference, admit of diversity. 
But that which is added after many other statements, Uhe 
unalterable and unchangeable (unvarying) Image of the God- 
head, both of the essence, and power, and glory,' is absolute. 
For, being of God, God, of Whole Whole, of One One, of Per- 
fect Perfect, and of King King, and of Lord Lord, seeing 
that in all that glory and nature of the Godhead, in which 
[448] the Father abides, the Son also being born (begotten) does 
also subsist. He hath this likewise from the substance of the 
Father, that He be not capable of change. For that nature 
of which He was born, (begotten,) was not changed in Him 
in His being bom, (begotten,) but being bom (begotten) He 
*exaucto- obtained an unchangeable nature, from an original* of un- 

ritate. 

sentie ac naturae diversitate discrevit difTerentiam confessa in titroque sine 
Ubi enim dicitur, Deum de Deo, totum diversitate dominatio. Illud vero quod 
ex toto; non ambigitur totum Deum post multa alia subjectum est, iircon- 
ex toto Deo natum. Nam et Dei de vertibilem et immutabilem, divinitatu et 
Deo natura non difTert ; et totus ex essentia et virtutit et ghrue imaginem, 
toto in iis est ipse, quibus pater est. absolutum est Nam ex Deo Deus, ex 
Unus ex uno passiones humani partus toto totus, ex uno unus, et ex perfecto 
et conceptionis excludit : ut dum unus perfectus, et ex Rege Rex, et ex Domino 
ex uno est, non aliunde, nee di versus, Dominus,cumineaoninidivinitatisglo- 
aut alius sit, qui est unus ex uno, per- ria atque natura, in qua Pater permanet, 
fectns a perfecto; non differt prster natus quoque subsistat et Filius, etiam 
originis causam ab innascibilitate nati- hoc ex patema substantia habet, ne de- 
vitas, cum perfectio utriusque non dif- mutabilis fiat Non enim in eo nascente 
ferat Rex de Rege ; non admittit uno ea, de qua est natus, demutata natura 
atque eodem nomirie potestns con- est; sed indemutabilem essentiam na- 
nuncupata dissimilitudinem potestatis. tus obtinuit, ex indemutnbilis auctori- 
Dominum de Domino; dominatus quo- tate naturae. Nam quamvis imago est, 
que aequatur in Domino; nee recipit tanien incommutabi lis est imago; (nou 



shewn by Si. Hilary to express a catholic truth, 3 19 

cliangeable nature. For though He is an Image, still He is book n. 
an unchangeable Image ; (the nature, that is to say, of the ^^^^ ""' 
Father^s essence, of which He was begotten, not being ^^^j^j^ 
changed in Him by means of^ dissimilitude) because in Him * per. 
an image of the Father's essence must be produced. Again, 
when He is declared to be the first-born {primus editus) of 
the whole creation, and [at the same time] He Himself is 
said to have been ever in the beginning with God, God the 
Word ; in that He is first put forth (primus editur), He is 
shewn to have been born {natus), and in that He ever has 
been. He is not separated in time from the Father. The 
division of the substances, therefore, (which aimed at nothing 
else, than, by the name of three subsisting^ [Persons],) to ex- ■ trium 
elude [their doctrine of] oneness under a threefold appella- tium^Tal" 
tion, cannot be thought to have been introduced with a view substan- 
to the separation of the substance, [as if] diflFerent in the *"*™-^ 
Father and the Son; since what is set forth in the state- 
ment of the whole Creed distinguishes not the Father and 
the Son, the Unbegotten and the Only-begotten, either in 
time, or name, or essence, or dignity, or dominion.'^ And 
thus have we fully refuted the first argument, by which some 
persons have endeavoured to prove that the martyr Lucian 
favoured the Arian heresy, drawn from the Arians' boast- 
ing about their agreement in opinion with Lucian. 

8. But learned men rely chiefly on the testimony of Alex- 
ander, bishop of Alexandria, who, in an epistle to his name- 
sake, Alexander of Constantinople, after mentioning Paul 



commutata in eo scilicet per dissimili- 
tudinem paterns essentia?, ex qua est 
genitus, natura,) quia in eo imago pa- 
ternse essentiae nasceretur. Jam vero 
cum primus ediitu esse lotius ereatura 
docetuT, et ipse ille semper fuisse in 
principio opud Deum Verbum Deut 
dicitur; dum primus editur, natus 
fuisse ostenditur, dum semper fuit, nee 
tempore separatur a Patre. Non ergo 
videri potest divisio substantiarum, 
(quae nihil aliud studuit, quam ut per 
trium subsistentinm noiuen triplicis 
Tocabuli excluderet unionem,) ad se- 
parationem diverse? in Filio et in Patre 
Kubstantias introducta ; cum totiua fidei 
expositio Patrem et Filium, innascibi- 
lem et unigenitum, nee tempore, nee 
nomine, uec essentia, nee dignitate, nee 



dominatione discernat — Pag. 228. [§ 
32. p. 11 70. ed. Ben. The punctuation 
of the Benedictine edition has been in 
some cases substituted for that of the 
earlier editions followed by Bp. Bull ; 
and uKus ex uno, perfeeius a perfecto, 
has been printed in italics as being, 
like the other portions, an extract from 
the Confession.] 

' [Unio was used* to express the 
Sabellian doctrine of one Person in the 
Godhead.] 

f [This probably relates to the no- 
tion of the Holy Spirit as the Love of 
the Father and the Son : as in S. Aug. 
de Trin. vi. 7.] 

^ [Alius, used by St Hilary in the 
masculine for distinct in substance.] 



350 Attegation of heresy against Lueian; not mentumed by 



ov THE of Samosatay adds this remark^; " Lueian having succeeded 
nkml' ^^/' (that is, in his error,) ''continued for the space of 

79 



THE tow . 

[449] 



LiTT or many years excluded firom communion by three bishops. 
~ My reply is, that Alexander is either speaking of another 
Ludan in that place, (which is indeed probable even from 
this circumstance, that he does not call his Lueian a mar- 
tyr,) or that he was simply mistaken. For it is inconsiatent 
with the trust-worthiness of all ecclesiastical history^ that 
Lueian the martyr embraced the blasphemy of Paul of Sa- 
mosata, and that, on that account, he continued excommu- 
nicated^ under three successive bishops, which Alexander 
testifies concerning his Ludan. Certainly Eusebius^ who 
lived in the time of Lueian the martyr, tells a very dif- 
ferent tale of him, in his Ecclesiastical History, viii. 13. 
''Of the martyrs of Antioch,'' he says^, "was Lueian, a 
'r^f o^ri^t presbyter of that diocese*, most excellent through his whole 
tT^V' lif© ; who had himself also, in the presence of the Emperor' 
*fiain\§lttM. ^^ Nicomedia, proclaimed the heavenly empire' of Christ, 
first by word in an Apology, and afterwards also by deeds/' 
How was it that Eusebius described him as a presbyter most 
excellent through his whole life, if, for many years, that is, 
SuccessiTe under three bishops in succession \ (as they express it,) he 
quuntar.) coi^tiuued out of the communion of the Church, for main- 
taining the heresy of the Samosatene? Eusebius, Eod. 
Hist. V. 28, mentions the excommunication of Theodotus 
the Currier by Victor, on account of the same heresy. He 
also mentions, in the same passage, Natalis a confessor, who 
was seduced by Theodotus, and therefore put out of the 
communion of the Church. Lastly, in book vii. ch. 27, 
and following chapters, he narrates at length the history 
of Paul of Samosata's lapsing into heresy, and of his being 
in consequence anathematized by the council of Antioch. 
Who then can suppose, that, if Lueian the martyr had. 



[460] 



^ hp 8ia8c{4ficyof Aovcioi^f danavpd- 
ywyos f/iffi»c rpimp iwtffit6wmp woKurrus 
Xpopovs. — Theodoret H. £. L 4. [p. 
15.] 

t [Valesius (on this place of Theo- 
doret) intimates that the translators 
have not understood the meaning of 
the word ianawiytryos: Alexander 
" only says that Lueian caused a schism 
in the Church of Antioch, and under 



three successiTO hishops oelebrated the 
Eucharist apart from the rest of the 
Church."— B.] 

* r&¥ 8* Ai^ *ApTt9X*i^ nofHpctp rhtf 
vdrra fiiw tfpirros wptfffi6r9pos r^s 
ttibriBi wapoiMlms AeiMcioy^t. 4p rf Niko« 
fofi^U ical €Arhtt fiaai\4mt iwntmpip^ 
Tos, yV oOpAptop rov Xpiwrov 0air»Kxi9» 
KAy^ rp6T9pop 9i* ianXpyUut cira M 
ffol Hpyots AMucnp^f. [H. £. ▼iii. 1^] 



Euseb.fJeromey or Sozomen,who all highly commend him. 351 

under three [successive] bishops^ persevered in the heresy bookh. 
of the Samosatene, out of the communion of the Church, ^ ^^'3^' '* 
£usebiu8 chose to be silent about so remarkable a cir- l„cian. 
cumstance, occurring in his own times j nay more^ that he 
would have been willing himself to commend Lucian as 
a presbyter most excellent through his whole life, and as 
one, who had much advanced the kingdom of Christ, both 
in word and in deed? Besides, as we have seen, Jerome 
in his catalogue wonderfully praises Lucian the martyr, not 
only for the sanctity of his life, but also for his learning and 
his acquaintance with the Holy Scriptures; and, when he 
makes mention of his books concerning the faith, he does 
not note any thing in them as di£Ferent from the catholic 
faith. Moreover, in his preface to the books of Chronicles, 164 
he says that, in his own time, Lucian's version of the Scrip- 
tures was received and approved among Catholics from Con- 
stantinople even to Antioch. Further, Sozomen, in his Eccl. 
Hist., iii. 5, declares that Lucian^ ''was both in all other re* 
spects a mau most approved, and most accurately acquainted 
with the Holy Scriptures.'^ It is, therefore, plain, that neither 
Eusebius, nor Jerome, nor Sozomen, had ever heard any thing 
of any heresy or schism of Lucian the martyr. Therefore, 
although I would not over obstinately deny that the same 
thing might have happened to Lucian the martyr in his con- 
tests with the Sabellians, which befel Dionysius of Alexandria : 
namely, to be accused by the Sabellians, before the bishops 
of the Church, of denying the true divinity of Christ, be- 
cause he endeavoured to prove, from the [properties] which 
belong to Christ as Man, that He is not the Father Himself; [451] 
yet I could not easily be induced to believe, that this most . 
blessed man did in truth embrace the blasphemies of Paul 
the Samosatene, or Arius, and did in consequence dissever 
himself, (for this is what Alexander says of his Lucian,) 
under three successive bishops, from the communion of the 
Catholic Church. For against such a story all ecclesiastical 
history, as I have said, cries out, as well as that con- 
fession of faith, which the Arians themselves have attributed 
to Lucian. I will, however, in conclusion, add this ex abuiu 

K^os. — [11. E. iii. 5.] 



DIU8. 
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ON THE danti, that, should we grant that Alexander did write this of 

CON8UB~ 

sTANTiA- Lucian the martyr, and that with truth, it can afford very 
LiTT OP little help to the cause of the Arians. For it was the Samo- 

THB SON. ' 

satene heresy, which Alexander declares that his Lucian em- 
braced, and this the Arians themselves condemn. But could 
they allege, that in this one particular Alexander was wrong, 
in having considered the doctrine of Paul of Samosata and of 
Lucian as identical, as well as that of Arius also; they will 
not even in this way gain any thing. For then, in return for 
the support of a single Lucian, they will have the Catholic 
Church of Lucian's age opposed to their heresy ; for the 
doctrine of that Lucian (whoever he was, and whatever 
were his opinions) was so opposed to the catholic, that he 
was unable, according to the testimony of Alexander, to re- 
tain his heresy and the communion of the Church together. 
And thus much for Lucian the martyr. 

Mktho- 9. I shall conclude this chapter with a brief examination 
of the doctrine and faith of St. Methodius. According to 
Jerome^, St. Methodius, bishop first of Olympus in Lycia, 
and afterwards of Tyre, and famous°> for some writings in an 
elegant and elaborate style, against Porphyry and Origen^ 
and for many other works, was crowned with martyrdom 
[452] at Chalcis, a city of Greece, towards the end of the last 
persecution under Diocletian and Maximian. Of his many 
writings, the Symposium, [The Banquet of the Ten Vir- 
gins,] is, I may say, the only work which has come 
down to us entire ; if at least it be entire ; for we shall pre- 
sently shew that this work also has been interpolated and 
altered by heretics. We find very many firagments and ex- 
tracts from him in Photius and other authors; from which, 
especially, we shall gather his opinion and belief touching 
the Son of God. Li his book on the martyrs, as quoted by 
Theodoret°, he calls Christ, " Lord, and Son of God, who 
thought it not robbery to be equal with God.'^ A statement 
which, in the judgment even of Petavius*', can only apply to 
the true God. Likewise in a book ' Concerning the Creation,' 

^ Catalog. Scriptor. Eccles., c 94b vihs rod 6cov» rifiiiv «in6s ifiapr^pti<rtif, 

[vol. ii. p. 90.] oitx ap«'a7/Li^y iyyi^d/itpos rh firai Iva 

* He flourished about the year 290. 9*^.] — Dial. i. p. 37. 
Care. — Bowyer. * Prefat in torn, ii 4, 5. 



Methoditu teaches the Consubstantiality of the Son. 853 

{irepl T&v y€V7]T&v,) in Photius^ cod. 235^ he gives this com- book h. 
ment on the words of St. John, chap. i.P: " In the beginning ^"g s, 9.'" 
was the Word/' &c. " For we must say that the Beginnings metho- 
from which the most true Word* sprang^ is the Father and J*'"*- 
Maker of all things^ in whom He was ; and in the words, ^os xAyos' 
* He was in power {iv apj^, in the beginning, e. v.)/ with God, 
he appears to signify the power or dominion ^ of the Word, • rh i^ov 
which He had with the Father even before the world was p^tatem 
created ; calling His power afrxfj, (beginning, b. v.)'' In this "▼« domi- 
passage where he says that the Word sprang from God the 
Father Himself, as &om His root, that in Him He both is 
and was, and that with Him He possessed power ', autho- > rh i^ov- 
rity, or dominion, before created beings came into existence, '*«^«^- 
He absolutely declares the consubstantiality of the Word, 
and exempts that Word &om the class of things which were [453] 
created out of nothing and placed in a servile state. But it 
should also be observed, that Methodius, in this book, is 
professedly impugning the error attributed to Origen, in 
which he was said to have proved that created beings existed 
with God from eternity, by this argument, that otherwise, 
God would not have been Lord &om eternity, seeing that in 
that case nothing would exist from eternity over which He 
could exercise lordship. In opposition to this conceit, Me- 
thodius excellently shews that power * pertained to God the * rh i^ov- 
Father and the Son, even before any one created being came ^*««^**^»'- 
into existence; forasmuch as from eternity, God the Father, 
with His Word, was in possession of Almighty power, by which, 
whenever He willed. He was able to produce creatures, over 
which to exercise dominion: and that meanwhile nothing 
was lax^king to the very God; forasmuch as from eternity He 
was most perfectly blessed, and needed none of those things 
which were afterwards to be created, to consummate His hap- 
piness. Methodius likewise declares in his Symposium ^, that 
Christ "is, not, is made, {etvai, ov yeyovivai,)** the Son of 
God; i. e. that He is the Son of God by nature, not through 165 
creation, or by right of adoption. Moreover he also says 

^ T^v fi^v yhp hpxh^t ^^* ^' &yciSXdE- r^ Ilarp}, icai irp^ rov rhp Kitr/Mw c/t 

<rriia'€i' 6 hpB^aros X^os, rhp irar/pa yip^viv Traptx^^tyi foiJCf (niiudvtip, r^v 

Kol ToiiHly Twy t\m¥ ^wr4op, iv f iv. ^{owr(ayA^X^yfl<iri6if.— [Phot. cod. 235.] 
rh Zh, Otros Ijp iv hpxp vfiht rhv ec^y, ^ Apud Photium, cod. 237. p. 9W. 

rh iiwiffwffriithv rov \&yov, h fix* iro^ 

BULL. ^ a 
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ON THE in the same place^ that the Son of Ood neither had a b^in- 
iTANTiA. Ding, nor will have an end of His existence, but " is ever the 
LiTY OF game, {€lvav ael rov airrbv,)" which certainly, at least in the 
judgment of Methodius, is a property of the true God alone; 
for in the work which has been cited On the Creation^ 
in opposition to Origen, or rather the interpolator of Ori^n, 
who asserts the eternity of the world, he contends by several 
arguments, that whatsoever is without any beginning is un* 
created, {ayivijTov,) and that nothing is eternal but God'. 
The entire passage we shall quote in Book iii. on the co- 
eternity of the Son, c. 4. § 7. 

10. To these statements so express, Petavius* opposes 

one sentiment of Methodius, which Photius, cod. 235, quotes 

I ircpl rw out of his work On the Creation ^, expressed in the foUow- 

yttrvrw, ing words *; " In what has been already said, we stated that 



[454] 






there are two creative powers. One, out of what is not', 
by His mere will, without delay, simultaneously with the 
act of will, of Himself working^ whatsoever He wishes to 
create ; and this is the Father ; the Other setting in order 
and varying what has akeady been called into being, in imita- 
tion of the former; this is the Son, the all-powerful and mighty 
Hand of the Father, by which, after He had produced matter 
out of what was not *, He sets it in order/^ In this passage, 
there are three statements which Petavius censures, as at 
variance with the rule of the catholic faith : first, that Me- 
thodius calls the Father and the Son two powers, {Swdfieis;) 
secondly, that he says that the former power, namely the 

* a 86 mo- Father, of Himself works and creates*, avrovpyeip, whilst 
ire.** °'*' tlie Son works from the Father*, and in imitation of Him ; 

• a Patre. and lastly, that he attributes to the Father the creation of 

the world out of nothing, to the exclusion as it were of the 






lertfTtPf cv¥tnr4fKunov odaoM r^ 9fifU' 
ovpy^, fiii 8cro-0ai rov hifuovpyoifi rh 
yip awatripairrov, firiZafi&s ipxAv y*- 
vifft^s txo^t KtCt trwayiinrrovj icoi hro- 
^ivofwy iydyKTi rvyxdt'^ip* Methodius 
apud Photium, cod. 235. p. 938. 

• DeTriniLL 4. 12. 

' 8i^ 8^ Btwdfitif iv roit irpo»f»o\o- 
yrifi4pots t^ofi^p ttvat voiirrucoi' rrj^ i^ 
ohx 6yT€§¥ yvfiw^ r^ fiovKfifUpri x^^' 
/icXAi9<r/A0v ^, ifui rfBtKiiiratf abrovp- 
yowrop h 0o^\€rat irouTp' rvyx^*t 8^ 



d TlceHip' $ar4pap 8^ icaTomNrfiomror 
Koi iroiictAAoiNrar nark fdfii^atp rils wpo» 
ripus rk f^ ytyopira' ftrri tk 6 v&s, 
4 tromob^poiios kvDl mpartuk x'V ^^^ 
Xlarp^s, 4p f firrk rh wotri<rai n^ 9Xiip 
4^ o^K 6pr»p Keereucofffi^i — Pag. 938« 
> [In the edition which fip. Bull used, 
we read fi9\i<rfiod, " distinction of 
parti." I do not know whether fuK^ 
Xfffffiov, "delay," is his own conjec- 
ture.— B. The reading of Bekker's 
edition (ed. Berlin. 1824) according to 
the MSS. A. B. is fiaWtifffAOv,'] 



shewn to admit and require a catholic sense, 355 

Son^ to whom lie allows only the adorning what are already book n. 
created. But all this easily admits^ and even requires a 1 9^' iq/' 
catholic sense; accordingly^ even Photius did not find any Metho- 
thing to hlame in that passage. As to the first pointy the "^'r^'cci 
Father and the Son are with better right called two powers 
by Methodius^ than two natures or essences by other fathers^ 
who yet are regarded as catholic and orthodox in this article : 
the truth is, these words, as we have shewn above, are taken 
altogether in a personal sense, as it is called. As to the second, 
that the Father alone works of Himself, airrovpyeiv, what 
Catholic would deny it ? For it is the property of the Father 
to exist and to work of Himself; whereas the Son refers both 
His being and His working ^ (as they express it) [as if] received, * et esse 
to the Father as His Author. In this respect also the Son is luum.'*" 
said to do His works in imitation as it were of the Father. See 
John V. 19^ and Maldonatus on the passage. The meaning 
of Methodius and other fathers, as also of Holy Scripture, 
is very well expressed by Gregory Nazianzen, Oration xxxvi.", 
in these words ; " It is manifest that with respect to the same 
objects the Father imprints the forms [of them], and the 
Word finishes them, not as a servant, or without intelli- 
gence, but with knowledge and as a master, and (to speak 
more properly) as the Father".** You may read in the ^wmrpuc&s. 
same passage more that is worthy of observation on this sub- 
ject. Thiis statement of Nazianzen, however, Petavius him- 
self somewhere* expresses approbation of, and further re- 
marks thus on it ; '' Whence it is plain, that the Father's 
shewing to the Son, or teaching Him what He has to do, 
and as it were going before Him to shew Him the way, is 
nothing else than communicating to Him by generation, 
together with His nature and essence, the understanding of [456] 
things to be made, and the forms and types of them." Then 
with regard to the last point which is censured, namely, that 
Methodius attributes to the Father, to the exclusion as it 
were of the Son, the creation of things out of nothing, the 
answer is not difficult. The truth is. He no more excludes 
the Son from the act of creating things, than He does the 

rohs riicovs iyarifiatp^rai fikw d liar^p, •rarpuews. — Tom. i. p. 584. ed. Par. 
JirircXffi 8i 6 xiyos, oh 9ov\ik&s, olfr* 1630. [Orat. zxx. 11. p. 547.] 
[o^Si] kfAoB&Sf &AA' hfiOTfuiioviK&s r* * De Trin. ii. 4. 6. 

A a2 



856 Methodius did not exclude the Son from the work ofcreaiing. 

ON THE Father from that of putting them in order when created ; 
iTANTiA- indeed in the last words of the passage quoted^ he says in no 
LiTY OP obscure terms, that the Father both created matter and put 

THE SON* 

it in order through the Son, or in the Son. Besides^ ho^r is 

it to be supposed that Methodius declared that the Father 
created all things out of nothing without the Son, in the very 
same passage in which he expressly calls the Son the almighty 
Hand of the Father ? Did the Father create or make any 
thing without His own almighty Hand? What then? we 
must here, by all means, repeat what we adduced before' 
from Huet for the ptirpose of illustrating a similar passage 
from Origen? The substance of it is this: Although the 
external works of the Holy Trinity are one and the same, still 
both in the sacred Scriptures and in the writings of the 
ancients, some are usually assigned to the Father, others to 
the Son, and others to the Holy Ghost. So in this passage 
Methodius attributes to the Father especially, as the fountain 
166 of Godhead, the creation of things, whilst to the Son he as- 
cribes the wise ordering, disposition and adornment of what 
were already created ; inasmuch as He is usually called the 
Reason, the Counsel, and the Wisdom of the Father. In 
what sense indeed this is said, it is impossible for us fully to 
understand ; but it is utterly foolish and rash at once to re- 
I homun- ject thosc points in these mysteries which we puny mortals^ 
cionet. cannot adequately explain. It is certain however that Me- 
thodius never dreamt of attributing to the Father the creaticm 
of the world, in such sense as to exclude the Son. For from 
this very work On the Creation, Photius in the same place 
[457] cod. 235', and that immediately after the words which Peta- 
vius carps at, quotes a passage of Methodius in which the 
creation of the world is expressly attributed to the Son. For 
even in the same passage Methodius thus comments on those 
words of Genesis, *' In the beginning God created the heaven 
and the earth ;" " If by ' the beginning* any one should 
understand Wisdom Herself, he would not err. For She is 

^ See c. 10. t 9. of this book, [p. ticTiiri fit iipj^v Ww a^ov, clf ipy^ 

300.] wbrov, irph rod atwvoff iBifu\twr4 /it. 

» &/>xV 9^ airrii¥ r^v iro<^eaf Kiymw ^r ykp iLK6Kov9o¥ iral irptwtiSdcrtpow, 

Tif, oIk tuf ofidproi. \4y€raiykp wapd wdtfra & tls y4iftfri¥ ^K$ot^t that ratnit 

Tirt T&¥ in rov Btiov X'^P^^ \4yovaa vt^tpci, iirtl Koi 9i* atnrjs yty6pnraf. 

W9pii abrrii rhy rpinow roxnov Kifpiot — [Phot cod. 285.] 



Objections of Sandius answered. 357 

introduced by one of the band of inspired writers* speaking book n. 
of Herself after this manner, The Lord created » Me, the ^^^J- "l^"- 
Beginning of His ways, for His works. He founded Me before ^^^^^^ 
the worlds'. For it was natural and more becoming, that i>ius« 
all things that were created* should be younger than She, J^^^ 
since also it was through Her that they came into being/' « r«Ti<r#. 
And it is clear that by Wisdom is here meant the Son ' ^f^ ''•«' 
ofUod. 4 a,;, 

11. Sandius a also objects to Methodius some unseemly 7^»'«<^«»' 
sentiments* concerning the Trinity, which his editor Possinus » jnpom- 
noted in the Symposium. But Photius supplies us with an modas. 
answer to this objection; for in cod. 237, he expressly 
cautions us respecting the work of Methodius, entitled the 
Symposium, that even in his time it had been to a very 
great degree altered and interpolated by heretics. These are 
Photius's words**; ''It is to be noted, that this Dialogue, which 
is entitled the Symposion, or Concerning Chastity, is very 
much corrupted ; for you will find it interpolated both with 
Arian imaginations^, and the fables^ of other heterodox per- < So^oiro- 
sons.'' Here, the rieader will also observe, as I have done, * "*' , 
that, whereas Photius thought it necessary to inform us about yhiwra, 
the Symposium of Methodius only, that there were found in C^^®] 
it many Arian additions, as also absurdities of other heretics, 
he hereby pretty plainly intimates that nothing of the 
kind occurred in his other writings, as they were extant in 
his own day. For how could Photius have gathered, that 
the Symposium of Methodius was corrupted, on the ground 
of the vain opinions of Anus occurring in it throughout, 
unless it had been clear to him from Methodius^s other 
writings, (and they were numerous,) that his imiform teach- 
ing concerning the Son of God was entirely repugnant to 
the wild notions of the Arians? This surely is a striking 
argument for the orthodoxy of Methodius on this article. 
Meanwhile, in this very Symposium there remain even at 
this day vestiges not a few, of Methodius's genuine teaching 
respecting the Son of God ; some of which we have already 
pointed out from Photius, and could easily point out more, 

* Enucl. Hist Eccles. i. p. 128. yhp iv ain^ •r€ipafi§fi\rifAtyaf xal 'Ape<- 

^ anfiticertoy, &s o^os 6 tidXvyos, ^ eufiK^LS ^^oKOwlaSt Koi irtpwv riv&v «ra- 

htiypaip/i^ ^vfiir6<rtO¥, ^ Ufpl ayytieu, Ko^^o^yrctv /iv$oKoyfifuiTa. — Pag. 963. 
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ON THE if we had thought it worth our while. Enough however, 
sTrNTiV- concerning Methodius. 
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THE OPIVION AND FAITH 07 ARK0BIU8 THE AVBICAN, AKD LACTAXTHTS, 
KESPECTING THE TRUE DIYINITT OF THE SON, IS DECLABED ; THE S2COND 
BOOK, ON THE CONSUBSTANTIAUTT, IS BB0U6HT TO A CLOSE, WITH A 
BBIEF CONCLUSION. 

Arnobiub. 1. There are two other authors left^ who lived shortly 
before the Nicene council, Amobius and Lactantius^ the 
master and the scholar. The former of these, Arnobius, had 
a very flourishing school of rhetoric at Sicca, in Africa, in 
the reign of the emperor Diocletian % as is related by Jerome 
in his Catalogue of Eccles. Writers, chap. 90*; who also 
tells us in his Chronicon, on the twentieth year of Constan- 
tino, that this Amobius, when engaged in instructing youths 
in declamation at Sicca, being as yet a heathen, was con- 
strained by dreams to become a beUever, and yet could not 
[461] obtain from the bishops, [admission to] that faith which he 
had always impugned; whereupon he composed with great 
pains some very clear works against his old religion, and at 
length having given these hostages, as it were, of his piety, 
was admitted into the covenant. These books were seven 

^ Advenui in number, entitled Against the Heathen ^ After passing 
®°*^ through various editions, they have at length been published 
in 4to., with very learned Variorum notes, in very elegant 
type, at Leyden, A.D. 1651. This is the edition which we 
shall follow. In this work he frequently, and in most express 
terms, acknowledges the true divinity of the Son. In the 
first book, in treating of the miracles of Christ, he thus 
writes*; ''But it was evident that Christ wrought all those 
things which He wrought by the power of His own Name, 

c He flourished about the year 308. * Atqui constitit Christum sine ullis 

Cave. — BowYCR. adminicuUs rerum, sine ullius ritus 

^ [Vol. ii. p. 903.] observatione, Tel lege, omnia ilia qus 



His testimony to the true Divinity of Christ. 859 

without any helps from [external] things^ without the ob- book ii. 
servance of any rite^ or rule, and, (what was the special pro- ^ ].* 
party, suitable to and worthy of the true God,) He bestowed Arnobiui. 
nothing injurious or hurtful, but what was helpful, salutary, 
and full of aiding blessings, in the bountifiilness of munificent 
power/' Here he expressly declares Christ to be true God. 
There is a passage parallel to this, which follows some way 
after in the same book, in which, after saying that Christ 
*' equally relieved' the good and the bad,'* he adds these 
words ; " For this is the property of the true God and of 
regal power, to deny His bounty to none/' In the same 
book, upon a heathen's enquiring, "If Christ were God, 
why did He appear in the form of man, and why was 
He put to death after the manner of man ?" he answers 
thusg; ''Could that power which is invisible and has no 
corporeal substance, present and lend Itself to the world, be 
present in the assemblies of men, otherwise than by assum- 
ing some covering of more solid matter, such as might meet 
the glance of the eye, and on which the gaze of the dullest con- 
templation might be able to fix ? For what mortal is there [462] 
that could have been able to see Him, or to discern Him, if 
He had willed to present Himself on earth such as is His 
original' nature, and such as He has willed to be in His ' primi- 
own quality or Deity*? He therefore took on Him theP'***'? 

, , TT- • numine. 

form of man, and enclosed His power under the likeness of 
our race, in order that He might be both seen and beheld." 
In the same place after a few intervening words these fol- 
low ; '' But He was put to death after the manner of man ; 
not He Himself; for to perish by death* is not incident to "mortis 



occosus. 



fecit, nnminis sui possibilitate fecisse; inferre et commodare se inundo, con- 

et quod proprium, consentaneum, dig- ciliis interesse mortalium, quam at 

num Deo fiierat vero^ nihil nocens, aut aliquod tegmen materiie solidioris as- 

noxium, sed opiferum^sed salutare, sed BUineret, quod oculorum susciperet in- 

auxiliaribus plenum bonis, potestatis jectum, et ubi se figere inertissims 

rounificaB llberalitate donasse. — [Pag* posset contemplationis obtutus? quis 

25, 26.] est enim mortalium, qui qui ret eum 

' Christus lequaliter bonis malisque videre, quis cemere, si talem voluisset 

subrenit ... Hoc est enim proprium inferre se terris, qualis ei primigenia 

Dei veri potentiseque regalis, benigni- natura est, et qualem se ipse in sua 

tatem suam negsre nulIL — Pag. 29. esse voluit vel qualitate vel numine ? 

' fSedj ... si Deus fuit Christus, Assumpsit igitur hominis formam, et 

cur forma est in hominis visus, et cur sub nostri generis similitudine poten- 

more est interemptus humano? An tiain suam dausit, ut et videri posset 

aliter potuit inrisibilis ilia vis, et ha- et conspici. . . . Sed more est hominis 

bens nullani substantiam corporalem, interemptus; non ipse; neque enim 
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[463] 



what is divine', nor can that go to pieces by being 
in destruction, which is one, and simple, and not made op of 
the combination of any parts. Who then was seen to hang 
upon the cross? who died? The manhood which' He had 
put on, and bore about with Him.^^ Here he calls the 
higher nature of Christ, '* a thing divine, incorruptible, one 
and simple, made up of no combination of parts,'^ [qaalitiesj 
which cannot be attributed to any created nature. 

2. It is, however, unnecessary to lead the reader by these 
circuitous ways*. J will bring forward two passages, in 
which Amobius professedly, and in terms as clear as if 
written with a sunbeam, declares the absolute divinity of the 
Son. In the first book, he replies to the objection of the 
heathen ''You worship a man that was bom,'* in these 
words ^ ; " Even if that were true, still on account of the 
many and so liberal gifts which have come from Him unto* 
us. He ought to be called and entitled God. But seeing 
that He is really and certainly Grod, without ambiguity or 
doubt of any kind*, do you suppose that we shall disown 
that we pay Him the highest worship, and call Him the 
Guardian^ of our body? What then, some one will say, 
raging, angry, and excited, 'Is Christ that God?' He is 
God, our reply will be, even God of the inner powers*; 
and, what yet more torments unbelievers with most bitter 
pangs, sent to us by the supreme King for a matter of the 
highest moment.'' The other passage also occurring in the 
same book^, runs thus : " There was nothing magical, as you 
suppose, nothing human, illusive, or deceitful, nothing of 



cadere divinas in res potest mortis oc- 
casus, nee interitionis dissolutione di- 
labi id, quod est unum et simplex, nee 
ullarum partium congregatione com- 
pactum. Quis est ergo visus in pati- 
bulo pendere, quis mortuus est? homo, 
quem induerat, et secum ipse portabat 
—Pag. 37, 38. 

^ Natum hominem colitis ? Etiamsi 
esset id verum, tamen pro multis et 
tam liberalibus don is. qu» ab eo pro- 
fecta in nobis sunt, Deus dici appella- 
rique deberet Cum vero Deus sit re 
certa, et sine ullius rei dubitationis (leg. 
redubitationis, Bull.) ambiguo, inficia- 
turos arbitramini nos esse, quam maxi> 
me ilium a nobis coli, et prssidem 
nostri corporis nuncuparif Ergone, 



inquiet aliquis furens, iratus et per- 
citus, Deus ille est Christusf Deus, 
respondebimus, et interiorum poten- 
tiarum Deus; et quod magis infidos 
acerbissiniis doloribus torqueat, rei 
maxims causa a summo rege ad uos 
missus. — Pag. 24. [Herald conjectured 
redubitationis; Orelli, following Ursi- 
nus, would omit rei, there being no 
such word as redubitationis.] 

' interiorum potentiarum, [i. e. over 
the highest angelic powers in the inner- 
most courts of heaven.] 

' Nihil, ut remini, magicum, nihil 
humanum, praestigiosum, aut snbdo- 
lum, nihil fraudis delituit in Christo, 
derideatis licet ex more atque in lasci< 
viam dissolvamiui cachinnorum. Deus 



is God, in the strict use of the Name, 861 

firaud concealed in Christy althougli you deride^ as your way is^ book n. 
and burst out into unrestrained laughter. He was the High^ ^ jl^, ' 



God^ Gtod from the inmost root^ Grod from the unknown armobiub. 
realms, and sent as OroA the Saviour from the Sovereign of ^lubUmiB. 
all; with regard to whom neither the sun itself, nor any of 
the stars, if they have perception, not the rulers, not the 
princes of this world, nor lastly the great gods, or those who, 
pretending to be gods, terrify the whole race of mortals, 
could know or imagine whence He came, or who He was/^ 
In these passages, Amobius expressly teaches, that the Son 
is called Gk>d, not simply by a figure of speech ', (as angek, * abtui?e. 
rulers, and very excellent men are sometimes called gods,) 
but in very reality and without ambiguity, that is, most 
truly and most properly; and this is a plain condemnation 
of the craftiness of the impious Arians, who did not refuse 
to call the Son God, but deceived good men by an ambigu- 
ous use of the name. Furthermore He designates Him the 
High Ood, God from the inmost root, God the Saviour, God 
the object of the very highest worship*, lastly, God incom- • q«*«n 
prehensible, whom no creature can comprehend \ What coiendum. 
could have been set forth concerning the Son of Gt)d more ^ capere. 
majestic than this ? If however, it be a difficulty to any 
one, that Amobius does still call the Father the supreme 
King and the Sovereign ' of all ; let him know and re- ■ Prind- 
member, (what I am obliged to repeat again and again,) that ^"™* 
this is by all means to be referred to that pre-eminence * * ^|oxV- 
which belongs ^ to the Father, in so far as He is the foun- ' competit 
tain and head of Divinity, which both the sacred writers and 
the fathers, whether Nicene or Antenicene, wished to pre- 
sent whole and entire', and concerning which we shall treat " sartam 
more largely in its proper place''. senraTam*" 

8. And yet Sandius classes this Amobius among those ▼olnere. 
Antenicene writers who preceded Arius in his heresy. For L^^J 
in the Index* of his book he writes, "Amobius was of '.Indice 
the same opinion as Arius.'^ And he there refers his reader cho. 
to the 127th page of his book. Come then, let us see how 

ille rablimts fuit, Deus radice ab in- denique dii magni, aut qui fingentes te 

tima, Dens ab incognitit regnis, et ab deos genus omne mortalium territant, 

oronium Principe Deus Sospitator est nnde aut qui fiierit, potuerunt noscere 

missus; quern neque sol ipse, neque Tel suspicari. — Paff. 32. 

ulls, si sentiunt (sentiant, Bull), sidera, * [See book i?.J 
non reetores, noo principes mundi, non 



362 Sandius^s obfectiang ; refuted. 

ON THB he there proves that AmobiuB was of the same opinion as 
sTA^lfriV- Arius? "Amobius/' he says, "taught that it was a matter 
LiTY OP of religion to worship a God unbegotten, that the true Grod 
- "'^ "°^' must never have been begotten, that Grod alone is onbe- 
gotten ; that there is one Father of the universe, who is alone 
inmiortal, and unbegotten, and that nothing whatever ex- 
isted before Him ; that hence it follows, that all those wliom 
men have supposed to be gods, are either begotten of Him, 
or brought forth at His command : and that, if they have 
been brought forth and begotten, they are posterior in order 
and time; if they be posterior in order and time, they must 
have had an origin, and commencement of birth and life ; 
that he is not true Ood, who has father or mother, grand- 
fathers, grandmothers, brothers, and was only lately formed in 
his mother's womb, and finished and perfected in ten months, 
who was conceived and bom of a woman's womb, who arrived 
at that limit of life by the stages of years ; for that the Al- 
mighty God is not begotten, but unbegotten ^/' But in this 
passage, assuredly, Sandius shews himself to be either a most 
negUgent reader of Amobius's writings, or at any rate an 
egregious sophist and prevaricator. For what person of 
sound mind, who ever attentively read through that master 
of African eloquence, can be ignorant, that aU this was 
spoken by him against the superstition of the heathen, who 
used to pay divine honours to mere men, that were bom and 
died just like themselves? How then does this make any 
» BUi^Bfm- thing against the tme divinity of Christ, God [and] Man" ? 
r465l ^*y^ ^* confirms it. For when Amobius taught, as San- 
dius allows, in the passages cited, that the true God must 
be unbegotten, that i^, imcreated, and have no beginning 
by birth, that is, that He must be eternal; and yet he 
affirmed repeatedly and most plainly, (as we have seen,) that 
Christ is altogether true God ; it follows clearly from this that 
Christ in His higher nature, in respect of which He is called 
true God, is, according to the opinion of Amobius, altogether 
uncreated and eternal. So from the fact that Amobius 
taught that the trae God is one, and yet at the same time 
taught that the Son equally with the Father is true God, we 
may conclude for certain, that he believed that the Son is 

^ [Sandius refers generally to lib. ], 2, and 8. Adv. Gentes.] 
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one God with the Father^ although different in person. As book ii. 
for what Sandius adds in the same passage^ namely^ that ^^^s, 4.'^ 
Amobius taught ''that Christ came into the world to preserve ArnobiusJ 
the empire of the supreme King/^ it is entirely catholic ; so 
far forthj that is^ as it is referred, as it ought by all means to 
be referred, to the humiliation^ of the Son, by which, having lexinanitio 
taken upon Himself the form of a servant. He became obe- pi^^"^'*6 ^ 
dient to God the Father. It certainly gives one both pain 
and shame to have so often to refute such senseless cavils. 

4. We will now briefly treat of the doctrine of Lac- Lactan- 
tantius*, the explaining of which will bring this second ^^r. 
book, now more than long enough, to a close. That writer 
was almost unacquainted with the Christian system^, and '4"^^' 
better skilled in rhetoric than in theology. Hence Pope 
Damasus regarded him as belonging more to the school than 
to the Church"; and Jerome commended him rather for ' "cholasti- 
his elegant style, than for his accurate knowledge of gospel quam"ec?** 
doctrine. He certainly was never reckoned among the doc- cleswati- 
tors of the Church; so that it may scarcely seem worth r^i^Q-\ 
while to enquire what he either thought or wrote on this 
point. I request the reader, however, to observe and to 
admire the influence of catholic tradition. This very Lac- 
tantius, although in other parts of his writings, through his 
ignorance of the Holy Scriptures and of the doctrine of the 
Church, he has made some very absurd, and utterly ridiculous 
statements^ ", (if indeed it be Lactantius who has made those ^tradlderit. 
statements,) respecting the manner of the generation of the 
Son, nevertheless was not ignorant of the chief point itself* * »P««™ ^^ 
of this doctrine, and consequently taught in his works what 
is especially catholic, and diametrically opposed to the Arian 
heresy. For he clearly affirms that the Son of God is of one 
substance with the Father, and is one God, and contains and 
comprehends the whole of the Father. These are his very 
words. In book iv. 29, he proposes the heathen objection 
against the Christian doctrine concerning the Son of God in 
these terms ° ; '' Perhaps some one may enquire how it is, 

' Lactantius flourished in the year duos tamen esse assereremus, Deum 

.S03. Cave. — Bowyer. Patrem et Deum Filium ; quae asseve- 

"■ Vid. book iii. chap. 10. § 20. ratio plerosque in maximum impegit 

» Fortasae qu»rat aliquis, quomodo, errorem. Quibus cum probabilia vi- 

cum Deum nos unum colere dicamus, deantur esse quae dicimus, in hoc uno 
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that when we say we worship one God, we yet assert that 
there are two, God the Father, and God the Son : an asser- 
tion which has driven very many into the greatest error; 
who whilst they think what we say probable, still con- 
ceive that we are wrong on this one point, that we ac- 
knowledge a second, and that a mortal Q^d/' To this objec- 
tion he answers as follows, word for word : " Of the mor- 
tality we have ab^ady spoken ; let us now inform yon re- 
specting the unity. When we speak of God the Father and 
God the Son, we do not speak of a different God, nor do we 
separate Each [from the Other] ; because neither can the 
Father exist without the Son, nor can the Son be separated 
from the Father ; since neither can the Father be [so] called * 
without the Son, nor can the Son be begotten without the 
Father. Since then both the Father implies^ the Son, and 
the Son the Father, Both have one mind, one spirit, one sub- 
stance ; but the One is, as it were, an overflowing fountain, 
the Other is like a stream issuing from it : the One is as the 
sun, the Other as a ray darted from the sun ; who, because He 
is both faithful and dear to the supreme Father, is not sepa- 
rated from Him, as is neither a river from its fountain, nor a 
ray from the sun ; inasmuch as both the water of the foun- 
tain is in the stream, and the light of the sun is in the ray." 
If Lactantius had agreed in opinion with Arius, his answer 
to this objection would certainly have been very different: 
I mean, very much to this effect ; " You, philosophers, are 
much mistaken in supposing that we Christians, in setting 
forth God the Father and God the Son, are really introducing 
two Grods; seeing that we give the name of God to the 
Father and to the Son in entirely different senses ; for the 
Father alone we call God truly and properly, the Son meta- 
phorically and improperly ; since the latter is in truth a mere 



labare nos arbitrantur, quod et alterum 
et mortalem Deum fateamur. De 
xnortalitAte jam diximus ; nunc de 
unitate doceamus. Cum dicimus Deum 
Patrem et Deum Filium, non diversum 
dicimua, nee utrumque secerniraus ; 
quia nee Pater sine Filio esse potest, 
nee Filius a Patre secemi ; siquidem 
nee Pater sine Filio nuncupari, nee 
Filius potest sine Patre generari. Cum 
igitur et Pater Filium faciat, et Filius 



Patrem, una utrique mens, unns Spi- 
ritus, UNA SUBSTANTIA est ; sed ille 
quasi exuberant fons est, hie tanquam 
defluens ex eo rivus : ille tanquam sol, 
hie quasi radius a sole porrectus; qui 
quoniam summo Patri et fidelis et ca- 
rus est, non separatur, sicut nee nvus 
a fonte, nee radius a sole; quia et aqua 
fontis in rivo est, et solis lumen in 
radio.~[LacUnt. Divin. Instit iv. 29. 
Tol. i. p. 350, 351.] 
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creature^ alien from the essence of God and made out of bookii. 
nothings being admitted by adoption and grace only unto the *^° § 4.* ' 
honour and dignity of the divine name/^ Lactantius^ how- lactah- 
ever, did not dream of any thing of this sort \ the catholic ^'"*- 
doctrine respecting the Son of God was too well known for 
even him to publish such ravings as the tenets of Chris- ^ 
tians. How then does he untie the knot? he confesses 
according to the belief of the Christians^ that the Son equidly 
with the Father is truly and properly called God ; inasmuch 
as He has not only one mind^ but one Spirit also, and one 
substance with the Father, (the very thing which the Nicene 
fathers meant, when they decreed that God the Father and 
God the Son were of one substance^,) though he strenuously * tiioowrl- 
contends that it is by no means true that two Gods are ^^*' 
preached among the Christians. And this he explains in two 
ways; first, God the Father and God the §on exist, not 
separately, as two men, but undivided the One from tbe 
Other, so that the Father is in the Son and the Son in 
the Father; exactly as the sun and the ray, or the foun- 
tain and the stream, are no way separated the one from 
the other. Secondly, there is one fountain and principle 
of Godhead, namely, the Father, from whom the Son is 
derived, like the ray from the sun, or the stream from the 
fountain. What could have been said in a way more agree- [468] 
able to catholic truth ? that is to say, it was precisely in the 
same way that all the orthodox fathers, both the Antenicene 
and those who flourished after the Nicene council, explained 
the unity of the Father and the Son, as we shall shew here- 
after. Here, indeed, some persons find fault with this, 
that Lactantius compares God the Father to an overflowing 
fountain, as if, that is, the Son were only a rivulet issuing 
from that fountain, and a diminished portion of the Father's 
substance. They, however, have always appeared to me to 
be most unfair, who would thus cut to the quick' ^whatever *ad Tivam 
similes the ancients employed to illustrate, as well as they ""^"^ 
might^, the ineffable mystery of the divine generation. That 'utcunque. 
Lactantius certainly did not mean any thing of that kind is 
clear from his own express words, which follow in the same 

® See what we hare observed on Tertulllan in the 7th chap, of this book, 
§ 5. [p. 199.] 
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ON TH« chapter I': ''Wherefore/' he says, "since the mind and wiD 
itantia'. of Each is in the Other, or rather is one in Both, Both are 
LiTT OF justly called one God : because whatsoever is in the Father 
flows ' over to the Son, and whatsoever is in the Son, descends 



,iy, from the Father/' If whatsoever is in the exuberant foun- 
^ tain of Godhead, which is called the Father, does all flow 
over to the Son, (which Lactantius expressly asserts,) then 
certainly the Son is not, properly speaking, a portion of the 
Godhead, but God of God, Whole of Whole, Perfect of Per- 
fect, as we have already heard the Creeds of Gregory Than- 
maturgus and Lucian the martyr declare. Parallel to this is 
what Lactantius says respecting the Son of God, book ii. 9^ ; 
namely, that God the Father "employed'^ Him "as His 
counsellor and artificer, in devising, adorning, and perfecting 

'rebus, the Universe^; seeing that He is perfect in providence, in 
reason, and in power.^' Lactantius, therefore, did not dream 
of any thing diminished or imperfect in the Son of God. So 
far of Lactantius. 
[469] 5. And thus have we at length, by the clearest testi- 
monies adduced from each one of the Antenicene writers, of 
whom we had been able to discover either entire works, or 
even any fragments, — abundantly proved our second pro- 
position, which was this ; " It was the settled and unanimous 
opinion of the catholic doctors, who flourished in the first 

> 6fAoo6- three centuries, that the Son of God was of one substance^ 
or consubstantial with God the Father, that is, that He was 
not of any created or mutable essence, but of altogether the 
same divine and unchangeable nature with His Father, and, 
therefore, Very God of Very God/' If, however, any one 
wonder that our second book has grown to this length, I 
would wish him to reflect, that herein we have explained out 

* rh 6vt. of the writings of the ancients the chief point^ of the doctrine 

p^x*"- respecting the divinity of the Son ; and that in the remaining 
books we shall only have to treat of the consequences of that 

« de ejus- doctrine, and of its collateral points^. On this the hinge of 

dem con- 

sectariis 

et consen- » Qaapropter cum mens et Toluntas It. 29. p. 552.] 

taneit. alterius in altero sit, Tel potius una in « £t consiliatore usus est et artifice 

utroque, merito unus Deus uterqae in excogiUndis, omandis perficiendis- 

appellatur ; quia quicquid est in Patre que rebus ; quoniam is et proyidentia, 

ad Filium transfluit, et quicquid in et ratione, et potestate perfectus est — 

Filio, a Patre descendit — [ubi supr. [Ibid., ii. 9. p. 145.] 
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the controversy turns : on this therefore it was necessary for book n. 
us to bestow the greatest pains. Besides in this book most ^^^l] 5.^^' 
of the writers of the first three centuries come to be spoken conclu- 
of for the first time, and it was important that the reader ^^^^' 
should in some degree be made acquainted with their his- 
tory ; and when this is done once, there will be no occasion 
in what follows to make any mention of their age, authority, 
or other matters connected with them. Many writings also 
of the ancients are here for the first time cited, about which it 
is matter of controversy among the learned whether they are 
really the works of the authors whose names they bear ; much 
of our labour therefore in this book has been spent in critical 
discussions of this kind, which are of especial need for decid- » 
ing the question of which we are treating. Now, however, 
that the genuine writings of each author have been once for 
all vindicated, and the spurious rejected, it will hereafter 
be hardly necessary, when we have occasion again to quote 
these writers or their works, to detain the reader by contro- 
versies of this nature. In a word, as I do not see how I [470] 
coidd have given full satisfaction to the studious reader, if I 
had used greater brevity in elucidating and establishing the 
subject of this second book, so I trust that in what relates to 
the following books, I shall say what may suffice at least 
for the impartial reader. To the remainder of our subject, 
therefore, let us now, with Gk>d's blessing, proceed. 
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KSW 8BMM0N8. 



PAROCHIAL SEBMOI^S, by the Rev. Hbk&t W. Bttebows, B.D., 

Perpetual Curate of Christ Church, St Pancraa. Fcap. 8vo., cloth, 6s. 
__ Second Series. Fcap. 8vo., cloth, 58. 

PABISH SERMONS. Second Series. By William Fbasek, B.C.L.. 

Vicar of Alton, Staffordshire, and Domestic Chaplain to the Earl of Shrewsbury 
and Talbot Fcap. Svo., cloth, red edges, 3s. 

PLAIN SERMONS PREACHED IN PARISH CHITRCHES. Br 

Thomas Barker, M.A., of Queen's College, Oxford ; Curate of Broomfield, 
Essex ; late Tutor of Codrington College, Barbados. Post Svo., cloth, 68. 6d. 

LEAMINGTON COLLEGE SERMONS. — School Life. — Sermons 

preached in the Chapel of Leamington College. By Thomas Burbidqb, hh,D., 
Master of the College. Fcap. 8to., cloth, 5s. 

ARMSTRONG'S PAROCHIAL SERMONS. Parochial Sermons, by 

John Armstrong, D.IX, late Lord Bishop of Orahamstown. A New Edition. 
Fcap. Sro,, cloth, ^s. 

ARMSTRONG'S SERMONS FOR FASTS AND FESTIVALS. A 

new Edition. Fcap. 8to., 5s. 

PLAIN SERMONS ON THE BOOK OF COMMON PRAYER. By 

a Writer in the " Tracts for the Christian Seasons." Fcsp. 8to., cloth, 5s. 

SHORT SERMONS FOR FAMILY READING. Ninety Short 

Sermons for Family Reading, following the course of the Christian Seasons. By 
the Author of ** A Plain Commentary on the Gospels." 2 Tolumes, cloth, 8s. 

SINGLE SERMONS. 



Sr. Stanley. 

FREEDOM AND LABOUR. Two Ser- 
mons preached before the Uniyersity 
of Oxford. By Arthur Penrhtn 
Stanlst, D.D., Regius Professor of 
£oolesiasti(Md History, and Canon of 
Christ Church. Sto., prioe Is. 6d. 

Dr. Moherly. 

BLESSED ARE THE PURE IN 
HEART. A Sermon preached in St. 
Mary's Church, Oxford, before the Uni* 
▼eridty. Not. 20, 1859. By the Rev. 
O. MoBXRLT. D.C.U, Balliol, Head 
Master of Wlnobester College. 870. , 
prioo Is. 

B«T. K> P. Uddon. 

OUR LORD'S ASCENSION THE 
CHURCH'S GAIN. A Sermon 
preached before the University, in the 
Cathedral Church of Christ, at Oxford, 
on Ascension-day, 1860. By H. P. 
Ltddok, M. a , Student of Christ Church, 
and Vioe-Prinoipal of St Edmund Hall. 
8to., prioe Is. 

Dr. T«mpl0. 

THE PRESENT RELATIONS OP 
SCIENCE TO RELIGION. A Sermon 
preached on Act Sunday, July 1, 1860, 
before the University of Oxfora, during 
the Meeting of the British Association, 
bv the Rev. F. Temflk, D.D., Head- 
Master of Rtigby School. Printed by 
request. 8vo., prioe Is. 



OXFORD LSHTEN 8XBM0N8, 186a 

A btady puhUtked (m wrappen), 

Bisliop of Oxford* 

CHRIST'S LOVE FOR MAN. By the 
Right Reverend the LoRD BiSHOF OF 
OSJOBD. 8vo., Is. 

Bey. H. P. Liddon. 

CHRIST'S WELCOME TO THE PENI- 
TENT. By H. P. LiODON, M.A. , Vice- 
Principal of St. Edmund Hall. 8vo., Is 

Ser- J- B. Woodford' 

CHRIST THE STRENGTH OF THE 
TEMPTED. By J. B. WoQDroBi\ 
M. A, Vicar of Kempeford, Gloucester- 
shire. 8vo., 6d. 

Bey. H. W. Bnrrowi. 

CHRIST IN HIS SACRAMENTS, By 
H . W. Burrows, B.D.. Perpetual Curate 
of Christ Church, St. Pancraa. 8vo., 6d* 

Bey. J- F- Xaokamesi. 

CHRIST THE PORTION OF HIS 
PEOPLE HERE. By J. F. Maokab- 
Nsas/ M.A, Prebendary of Exeter. 
8vo., 6d. 

Bay.H. Alford. 

CHRIST'S CROWN FOR HIS FAITH- 
FUL HEREAFTER By H. ALroRD, 
D.D., Dean of Canterbury. 6vo., 6d. 
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ts:ew wouks of fictioit. 



ATHELINE; or, THE CASTLE BY THE SEA. A Tale. By 

Louisa Stewart, Author of " Walks at Tenjplecombc," " Floatiog away,- ftc 
2 yols., fcap. 8vo. 9a. 

SOME TEAES ATTEE : A Tale, Fcap.' 8vo,, cloth'lettered, 78. 
THE 8CH0LAK AND THE TEOOPER; ob, OXTOEP DTTEING 

THE GBSAT BiSBELLIOK. By the Bev. W. B. Hitgatb. See9nd JBdiiiom. 
Fcap. 8Ta, cloth, Ss. 

MIGNONETTE: A SKETCH. By the Author of "The Curate of 

Holy Cross." 2 Tok., fcap., cloth, IDs. 

ALICE LISLE : A Tale of Puritan Times. Fcap. 8yo., cloth, 48. 



STOEM AND SUNSHINE ; ob, THE BOYHOOD OF HERBERT 
FALCONER. A Tale. By W. E. Dickson, ILA, Author p£ " Our WqeIc- 
shop," &C. With FroQtispiecef olotb, 2s. 

AMY GEANT; ob, THE ONE MOTIVE. A Tile designed 

piindpally for the Teachers of the Children of the Poor. Second Bditi&u, Jrcap. 
Sto., cloth, Ss. 6d. 



ft 



THE TWO HOMES. A Tiae. By the Author of " Amy Grant. 

Second Edition. Fcap. 8vo., cloth, 2s. 6d. 



DAWN AND TWILIGHT. A Tale. By the Author of "Amy 

Orant," <*Two Homes," fi^c 2 toIs. fcap, Syo., cloth, 7s. 

KENNETH; OE, THE EEAE-GFABD OP THE GEAND 

ARMY. By the Author of the " Heir of RedcIyflTe," " Heartsease," &c., ftc 
Third Edition. Fcap. 8vo., with Illustrations, Ss. 



TALES FOB THE YOUNG MEN AND WOMEN OF ENG- 
LAND. A Series of Tales adapted for Lending Libraries, Book Hawkers, &c 

Fcap. 8to., with Illustrations, strongly bound iq coloured wrapper, Is. each. 



No. 1. Mother and Son. 

No. 2. The Recruit J new Edition. 

No. 8. The Strike. 

No. 4. James Bright, the Shopman. 

No. 5. Jonas Clint. 

No. 6. The Sisters. * 

No. 7. Caroline Elton ; or,^ 

Vanity and Jealousy. > Is. 
No. 8. Servants* Influence, j 
No. 9. The Railway Accident. 
No. 10. Wanted, a Wife. 
No. 11. Irrevocable. 



No. 12. The Tenants at Tinkers' End. 
No. 18. Windycote HalL 
No. I4f. False Honour. 
No. 16. Old Jarris's Will. 
No. 16. The Two Cottages. 
No. 17. Squitch. 
No. 18. The Politician. 
No. 19. Two to One. 
No. 20. Hobson's Choice. 6d. 
No. 21. Susan. 4d. 
No. 22. Mary Thomas ; or,\ ^, 
Dissent at Evenly./ **' 



'*To make boys learn to read, and then to plaee no good books within their naeh. Is to f^tbem 
an sppetlte» and leave nothiiig in the pantry save onwholeMiae aad poisonons food. whkSi, depend 
npon it, they will eat lather than Btarve.*'~^r W, ScoU, 



A isfsw ssnixa oi* talss. 7 

SI8TO9ICAL TALES, Ulustrating the chief events in Eecle- 
iUuUcal SUiorif, British and J^eiffn, adapted for General Reading, ParoeMal 
LOrariee, 4fe, Now pukUMag, in MotOUff VoinmM, wUk a Froniiapieee, 
price le» 

The Series of Tales now announced will embrace the most important periods and 
transactions connected with the progress of the Church in ancient and onodem times. 
They will be written bj authors of acknowledged merit, in a popular atyle, upon 
sound Church principles, and with a single eye to the inculcation of a true estimate 
of the circumstances to which they relate, and the beaxrog of those drcttmstances 
upon the history of the Church. By this means it is hoped that many, who now 
regard Church history with indifference, will be led to the perusal of its singularly 
interesting and instructire episodes. 

Each Tale, although forming a link of the entire Series, will be complete in itself, 
enabling persons to subscribe to portions only, or to purchase any single Tale 
separately. 



^^^^^^I0m^^^»^*0'l^^^^0*^*^*^*^*^*^^t^t^>0^0m0^^^^0^'^^^m^^^ 



Alrtadff pnblUhed,] 
Ko. 1.— THE CAVE IN THE HILLS; or, Cincaius ^iriathus. 

No. 2. THE EXILES OF THE CEBENNA : a Journal written duriug the Dedan 
Persecution, by Aurelius Qratiaaus, Priest of the Church of Aries; and now 
done into English. 

No. 8^— THE CHIEFS DAUGHTEB ; or. The Settlers in Virginia. 

No. 4w— THE ULT OF TIFLIS : a Sketch from Georgian Church History. 

No. 5.— WILD SCENES AMONGST THE CELTS. 

No. 6.— THE LAZAR-HOUSE OF LEROS: a Tale of the Eastern Church 
in the Seventeenth Century. 

No. 7.— THE RIVALS : a Tale of the Anglo-Saxon Church. 

No. 8---THE CONVERT OP MASSACHUSETTS. 

Na9.— THE QUAY OF THE DIOSCURI: a Tale of Nicene Times. 

No. 10.— THE BLACK DANES. 

No, 11-— THE CONVERSION OF ST. VLADIMIR; or. The Martyrs of Kief. 
A Tale of the Early Rnarian Church. 

Na 12.— THE SEA-TIGERS : a Tale of Mediseval Nestorianigm. 

No. 13.— THE CROSS IN SWEDEN; or. The Days of King Ingi the Good. 

Na 14— THE ALLELUIA BATTLE ; or, Pekgianism In Britain. 

No. 16.— THE BRIDE OF RAMCUTTAH : A Tale of the Jesuit Misdons to 
the East Indies in the Sixteenth Century. 

No. 16.— ALICE OF FOBBING ; or. The Hmes of Jack Straw and Wat T^yler. 

No. 17.— THE NORTHERN LIGHT: a Tale of loehind and Greenland In the 
Elerenth Century. 



8 NEWTEEOLO€H€AL WOBKa,{oMHm^). 



BEV. P. FUEKAV. 
THE HOLT EUCHAEIST considered as a MYSTERY : bein^ &e 

Introduction to Part II. of THE PRINCIPLES OF DIVINE S£RVXC£. 
Bj the ReT. Philip Frbbmam, M.A. 8vo., cloth, ^%, 



Thie tTMtiie i« complete in itself, and may be had teparatelj. It is of aboat Che immihimm of 
Bish<q> Betheirs work on Baptismal Begenienttion« and is designed to serre as a similar mamiel 
on the doctxine of the EochaiiBt. 

Sy the tame Author, 

THE PRINCIPLES OF DIVINE SERVICE. An Inquiry con. 

ceming the true manner of understanding and using the order for Morning and 
Evening Prajer, and for the Administration of the Holy Commanion in the 
English Church. 8vo., clothi lOs. 6d. 



THE BOOK OF P8AIX8. 
A PLADT COMMENTARY ON THE BOOK OP PSALMS, 

. (Prajer-hook Version,) chiefly grounded on the Fathers ; for the km rfJPmiiieu 
2 Tols. fcap. 8vo., cloth, 10a. 6d. 

DAILT SEB7ICE8. 

DAILY SERVICES OP THE CHURCH OP ENGLAND. 

A new Edition, on thick paper and in clear type, with red Rubrics, in 2 toIs. 
crown 8to., morocco, 12. lOs. • Also on thin paper, in one Tolnme crown Sto.. 
morocco, 16s. 

Both editions of this work may be had in a variety of elegant bindings, 

BEY. J. DA7I80V. 

DISCOURSES ON PROPHECY, in which are considered its Struc- 
ture, Use, and Inaptration : being the substance of TweWe Sermons preached ia 
the Chapel of Lincoln's Inn, by John Davison, B.D. Sixth and cheaper Edition. 
Syo., cloth, 98. 

BSV. J. 8. BABTLSTT. 

A BRIEF HISTORY OP THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH, from 

the First Century to the Reformation. By the Rev. J. S. Bartlbtt. Fcap. 
8to., cloth, 2s. 6d. 

MRS. HAIOLTOE 6BAT. 

THE EMPIRE AND THE CHURCH, from Constantine to Charle- 
magne. By Mrs. Hamilton Orat. Crown 8vo., cloth, 12s. 



BEV. a E. EEKEAWAT. 

PERDITA AND ANGELINA; ob, THE LOST ONE FOUND. 

An Anglo- Roman Dialogue. By the Rev. C. E. Kennawat. Together with 
Homeward and Homeward. Fcap. 8vo., cloth, da. 6d. Pt. II., separately, Is, 

BEV. A. WOODOATE. 
ANOMALIES IN THE ENGLISH CHURCH no jast grounds for 

Seceding ; or, The Abnormal Condition of tlie Church considered with reference 
Co the Analogy of Scripture and of History. By Ubnrt Arthur Woodo^atB| 
B.D. Fcap* 8vo., cloth, 2s. 6d. 



ursw DsroTiowAL wonzs. 
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THE LATB BISHOP ABH8TB0HG. 

THE PASTOB m HIS CLOSET ; or, A Help to the Devotions 
of the Clergy. By John Armstronq, D.D., late Lord Bishop of Orahamatown. 
Second Edition. Fcap. 8to., cloth, 28. 

BBY, E. MOHBO. 
PLAIN 8EEMON8 ON THE BOOK OF COMMON PRA.YEE. 

By a Writer in the '* Tracts for the Christian Seasons.'* Fcap. 8vo., cloth, 58. 

HISTOEICAL AND PRACTICAL 8EBM0NS ON THE SUFFER- 
INGS AND RESURRECTION OF OUR LORD. By a Writer in the Tracts 
for the Christian Seasons. 2 toIs., fcap. 8to. cloth, 10s. 

SERMONS ON NEW TESTAMENT CHARACTERS. By the 

Author of " Sermons on the Prayer-book/' and " On the SafTerings and Resur- 
rection of our Lord." Fcap. 8yo., 4s. 

BEY. 0. ABDESr. 
BREVIATES FROM HOLY SCRIPTURE, arranged for use by the 

Bed of Sickness. By the Rev. G. Ardbn, lii.A., Rector of Winterhome-Came ; 
Domestic Chaplain to the Right Hon. the Earl of Devon ; Author of "A Manual . 
of Catechetical Instruction." Fcap. 8vo. New Sdition in the press. 

THE CURB OF SOULS. By the Rev. G. Abden, M.A. 

Fcap. 8vo., 2s. 6d. 



OXFORD SEBma OF DEVOTIONAL WORKS. 



THE IMITATIOI OF GHRISL 
FOUR BOOKS. By Thomas a Kem- 
PIS. A new Edition, revised, hand- 
somely printed on tinted paper in fcap. 
8vo., with Vignettes and red herders, 
d., 68. ; antique oalf, red edge8» 10b. 6d. 

LAUD'S DEVOTIONS- 
THE PRIVATE DEVOTIONS of 
Dr. William Laud, Archbishop of 
Canterbury, and Martyr. A new and 
revised Edition, with Translations to 
the liStin Prayers, handsomely printed 
with Vignettes and red lines. Fcap. 
8vo., antique cloth, 5s. 

WILSOI'S SACRA PRIVATA. 
THE PRIVATE MEDITATIONS, 
DEVOTIONS, and PRAYERS of 
the Right Rev. T. Wilson, D.D., 
Lord Bishop of Sodor and Man. 
Now first printed entire. From the 
Original Manuscripts. Fcap. 8vo., 6s. 

AIDREWES' DEVDTIORS. 
DEVOTIONS. By the Right Rev. 
Father in God, Laumcelot An- 
drew bb, Translated from the Greek 
and Latin, and arranged anew. Fcap. 
8vo., 6s.; morocco, 8s,; antique caff, 
red edges, 10s. 6d. 



SPIRCKES' DEVOTIORS. 
TRUE CHURCH OF ENGLAND 
MAN'S COMPANION IN THE 
CLOSET; or, a complete Manual 
of Private Devotions, collected from 
the Writings of eminent Divines 
of the Church of England. Sixteenth 
Edition, corrected. Fcap.Svo., floriated 
borders, cloth, antique, 4s. 

Tb« above Mt of 5 Volnmea, in neat grained 
calf binding, jt^ Se. 

TAYLOR'S HOLT LIVIRB. 
THE RULE AND EXERCISES 
OF HOLY LIVING. By Bishop 
Jeremy Taylor. In which are de- 
scribed the means and instruments of 
obtaining every virtue, and the reme- 
dies against every vice. In antique 
cloth bindings 4«. 

TAYLOR'S HOLY DYIHB. 
THE RULE AND EXERCISES 
OF HOLY DYING. By Bishop 
Jbremy Taylor. In which are de- 
scribed the means and instruments of 
preparing ourselves and others respec' 
lively for a blesaed death, &c. In an* 
tiqae cloth bindings 4«. 



ro oewblcb: postry. 

TBS AUIBOB OF "'CSB CEBICnAll TSAX.** 
THE CHBISTIAN TEAE. Thoughts in verse for the Sundays and 

Holydays througbout the Year. ImperUil OeUufOt with lUuminUed Titles^— CloUw 

12. 68.; morocco, 1/. Us. 6cL; best movpoeoi 21, 2e, Oefono 

type, cloth, 10s. 6d.; morocco by Hsyday, 21a.; antique cs]f, 18s. 

Octavo Sdition, — Cloth, 7s. 6cL } mo»co«>, 10s. 6d. ; morocco by Hayday, 15s. ; 

antique calf, 12s. 82ma. Sdithn, — Cloth, Ss. Sd. ; noroeeo, plaio, fia. ; idotogdo 

by Hayday, 7s. Cheap SdUioHr^C\oih, Is. 6d. ; bound, 2s. 

LTBA DOTOCENnUK. Thoughts in Verse for Christian Children. 
Foolicap Oetavo JEUilion,— Cloth, 7s. 6d. ; morocco, plain, lOs. 6d. ; morooeo by 
Hayday, 15s.; antique calf, 128. 18im. JSdM^n, — Cloth, 6s.; movoceo, 8s. Cd. 
32mo. Edition, — Cloth, Ss. 6d. ; morocco, plain, 5s. ; morocco by Hayday, 7s. 
Cheap J?<iirto»,— Cloth, Is. 6d.; bound, 2s. 

THE AUTHOR 07 "IHS CATHBDBAL." 

THE GATHEDBAL. Foolscap 8yo., cloth, 7s. 6d. ; 32mo., with 

Engravings, 48. 6d. 

THOUGHTS IN PAST YEAKS. The Sixth Edition, with several 

new Poems, 32mo., cloth, 4fB. 6d. 
THE BAPTISTEBY ; or, The Way of Eternal Life. 32mo., doth, 

8s. 6d. 

Jhe above Three Volumes untform, 82mo., neatly hound in morocco, ISs. 

THE CHRISTIAN SCHOLAB. Foolscap 8vo., 10s. 6d. ; 32mo., 

cloth, 48. 6d. 

THE SEVEN DATS ; or, The Old and New Creation. Seccmd 
Edition, foolscap 8vo., 78. 6d. 



MOENING THOUGHTS. By a Cwrgyman. Suggested by the 

Second Lessons for the Daily Morning Service throughout the year* 2 vols, 
foolscap 8yo., cloth, 58. each, 

THE CHILD'S CHRISTIAN YEAR. Hymns for every Sunday 

and Holyday throughout the year. Cheap Edition, 18mo., cloth, la. 

COXE'S CHRISTIAM BALLADS. Foolscap 8vo., doth, Ss. Also 

selected Poems in a packet, sewed. Is. 

FLOEUM SACRA. By the Rev. G. Htot Smtttak. Second 

Edition, 16mo., Is. 



IfBW ^AUOCEIAL BOOKS. 
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CATECHETICAL WOBES, Designed to aid the Clergy in Publie 

Catechiiiiig. Untlbnn in sixe and type with the " Parochial Tracts." 

Already published in thii Series. 



I. Catsohztical Lissoks on 

the Creed. 6d. 

II. Cateohetical LEssoisrs on 

the Lord's Prayer. 6d. 

III. Catbchettoal Lessoks on 

the Ten Commandments. 6d. 

lY. Catbchetioal Lsssoks on 

the Sacraments. 6d« 

V. Catbohetioal Lessoits on 

the Parables of the New Testament 
Part I. Parables I.— XXI. Is. 

VI. Paet II. Paeables XXII. 

—XXXVII. Is. 

YII. Cateohetioaii Notes on 

the Thirty-Nine Articles. Is. 6d. 



VIII. Catechetical Lessoks on 

the Order for Morning and Evening 
Prayer, and the Litany. Is. 

IX. Catechetical Lessoks on 

the Miracles of our Lord. Part I. 
Miracles I — XYII. Is. 

X. Pabt II. MiBACLEs XVni. 

—XXXVII. Is. 

XI. Catechetical Notes on 

the Saints' Days. Is. 

Questions ov the Collects, 
Epistles, and Gospels, throughout 
the Year ; edited by the Rev. T. L. 
Clauohton, Vicar of Kidderminster. 
For the nse of Teachers in Sunday- 
Schools. Two Parts, 1 8mo., cloth, each 
2s. 6d. 



COTTAGE PICnjRES. Cottage Pictures from the Old Testament. 
Twenty-eight large Illustrations, coloured hy hand. The set, folio, 7s. 6d. 



COTTAGE PICTURES from the New Testament, (uniform with 
abore). The set of 28, 7s. 6d. 



SCEIPTUEE PRINTS EOR PAROCHIAL USB. Printed in 

Sepia, with Ornamental Borders. Price One Penny each ; or the set in an orna- 
mental envelope, One Shilling. 



1. The Nativity. 

2. St. John Preaching. 

8. The Baptism of Christ, 

4. Jacob's Dream. 

5. The Transfiguration. 

6. The Good Shepherd. 



7. The Tribute- Money. 

8. The Preparation for the Cross. 

9. The Crucifixion. 

10. Leading to Crucifixion. 

11. Healing the Sick. 

12. The Return of the ProdigaL 



Ninety thousand have already been sold of these prints. They are also kept 

mounted and varnished, 3d. each. 



PARKER'S CHURCH CALENDAR AND GENERAL ALMA- 

NACK, published Annually, contains, besides the usnal information of an 
Almanack, much that is contained in no other, particularly with regard ^o the 
state and prog^ss of the Church in America and the Colonies. 12mo. 6d. 

The Church, with information regarding the several Dioceses of England, Scot- 
land, and Ireland, the Colonies and America. 

Thb Universities, with other Educational Institutions, Theological Colleges, 
Schools, &e. 

The State. The Members of the Royal Family, Houses of Parliament, &c., &c. 

Miscellaneous. The Kings and Queens of England, Statistics of the Popula- 
tion, Post Office, &&, &c 



12 XDUOATIONAL VOSKS. 
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ANNALS OF ENGLAND. An Epitome of English History. Fhn 

Cotemporary WriUn, the Rolls of Parliament, and other Public Records. Z t«Il 
fcap. 8vo., with Illustrations, cloth, 15s. Recommended by the Examiners sa the 
School of Modem Hitiory at Oxford* 

Vol. I. From the Boman Era to the deposition of Richard II. Cloth, 6a. 
Vol. f I. From the Accession of the House of Lancaster to Charles I. CIotli« S%, 
Vol. III. From the Commonwealth to the Death of Queen Anne. Cloth, ^s. 

Each Volume is sold separately. 



'* The boolt strikei «• a« being meet n»eta\ a« a Handbook for teaebers. It ia joat 
help for a tutor to hare lying hy him as a guide to hie lecture. The main fitece hs will fiad 
uanhalled in etriet chronological order, and he will be maeieted hy referearcs to di» •!■<■<»- I 

book and the old chrouiclee. The * Av sals' will, in ehort, enpply the dry bcmae of aa faMtonesal 
lectnre, which each teacher moet clothe for himself with life and epirit. Bat the work will alae I 

be highly oaefyil to etndenti, eepecially for the pnrpoee of refreshing the neoiory asd gaffiiiy \ 

details into order, after the perual of more regular narrativee. We trust to ee« it mxtmnnrwiy \ 

employed in the ITaitersities. At Oxford it may be eepecially senriceable. A reliable gwde tm 
the original authoritiee, and one which gives its proper prominence to the early hietocy, mmy, 
if it fslls into the hands of either students or teachen, do something to dispel the illovioii that 
Bngliah history can be profitably studied by beginning at the momentary OTerthrow of Bagl'iA ( 

nattonaltty, and that, after all the labourv of Turner, Lingard, Palgrave, Kemble, LappeabcfKa 
and Panli, David Hnme ttill remains the one correct, orthodox, and unapproachable test»boak i 

for in study ."«—&lHrtfay Bniew. i 
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THE ETHICS OF ARISTOTLE. With Notes by the Rev. W. E. 

Jelp, B.D., Author of " A Greek Grammar," &c. 8vo., cloth, 12a. 

The Text separately, 6s. The Notes separately, 7s. 6d. | 

) 

CICERO'S TUSCTJLAN DISPUTATIONS. M. TuUii Ciceponis Tus- \ 

culanarum Disputationum. Libri quinque. 16mo^ cloth, 2t, {Oxford Poekei 
Claseict,) 

THE ILIAD OF HOMER. First Six Books. 16mo.. cloth, 20. 

{Orfmrd Pocket Claesics.) 

XENOPHONTIS DE CYRI EXPEDITIONE LIBRI SEPTEM. 

28. ( Orford Pocket CUuskt.) 

MADVIG'S LATIN GRAMMAR. A Latin Grammar for the Use 

of Schools. By Professor Madvio, with additions by the Author. Translated by 

the Rev. G. F. Woods, M.A. Uniform with Jelf'b " Greek Grammar.*' Fourth 

EdUiotif with an Index qf Authors ^ 8vo., cloth, \2e. 

Compsteat authorities pronoance this work to be the Tory best Latin Grammar yet published in 
England. This new Edition contains an Index to the AnUioni quoted. 

JELFS GREEK GRAMMAR.— A Grammar of the Greek Langaage, 

chiefly from the text of Kaphael Klihner. Bv Wm. £dw. Jelf, M.A., Student 
of Ch. Ch. 2 Tols. 8vo. Second JSdition, U, 10s. 

This Grammar is now in general use at Oxford, Cambridge, Dublin, and J)urham ; 
at JEton, King's College, London, and other public schools. 

A MANUAL OF GREEK AND LATIN PROSE COMPOSITION, 

specially designed to illustrate the differences of Idiom between those Languagea 
and the English. By £. R. Humphreys, LL.D., late Head Master of Cheltenham 
Grammar-school. Crown 8vo., cloth, Ss. 6d. 

LAWS OF THE GREEK ACCENTS. By John GBirriTHS, M.A, 

16mo. Fifth Edition, Price Sixpence. 



TBS OirFOSD POCKET CLASSICS. 13 

A NEW SERIES of the Greek and Latin Classics for the use of 

Schools. 

*' Mr. Parker is supplying a want long felt, in issuing a series of good classical 
texts, well edited, and in a cheap form. The expensireness of our school-hooks is a 
crying evil, which cannot he too soon abated. It is absard extrayagance to put 
costly hooks into the hands of schoolboys, to be thumbed and torn to pieces, when 
cheaper ones would answer every useful purpose just as well. Pn this respect our 
neighbours on the Continent are far more rational than we are. We look with satis- 
faction upon Mr. Parker's efforts to bring about an amendment. Though we think it 
would have been better to announce the editor's name, we willingly bear testimony 
to the ability with which he has executed his task, and have much pleasure in recom- 
mending the Texts as suitable for school purposes." — Athenaum. 

6BEEK POETS. 

Paper. Bound. 

^schyluB ... ••• 2 6 ... 3 

Axistopbanes. 2 vols. 6 ... 6 

Euripides. 3 rols 5 ... 6 6 

Or the % Plays ofdy 3 ... 3 6 

Sophocles 2 6 ... 3 

Homeri Ilias 3 ... 3 6 

"^"^"^■^" vQyBaci» ... a.. ..» ... ... ••• 2S O ... «J V 

6BXEK P£08E WBITEB8. 

Aristotelis Ethica 1 6 ... 2 

Demosthenes de Corona, et iEschines in Ctesiphontem ... 1 6 ... 2 

Herodotus. 2 vols. 5 ... 6 

Thucydides. 2 vols 4 ... 6 

Xenophootis Memorabilia 1 ••• 1 4 

' Anabasis ... ... ... ... ... 1 6 ... 2 



LATIN POETS. 

Horatius ••• ..« ••• *.. .•• ••■ ••• 1 6 ••• 2 

JuTeudis et Persius 1 ... 1 6 

Lucanus ••. •. •.• ••• ... •.* .•• 2 ... 2 o 

Lucrstius ••• ... ••• ••• ••• ... ••• 1 6 ... 2 

iruSCirUS ... ... ••* ... •*• ••• ••• ^ ^ ... X 4 

Yirgilius ... ••• ••• ... ••• ••• ••• 2 ... 2 6 

LATIH PS08E WBITESS. 

Cesar *•• ... ... ... •«. ... «. .•• 2 u ... X ti 

Cicero De Officiis, de Senectute, et de Amicitia 1 6 ... 2 

Ciceronis Tusculanarum Disputationum Libri Y 1 6 ... 2 

Cornelius Nepos ... ... ... ... ... ... 1 ... 1 4 

LiTius. 4 vols. 6 ... 6 

Sftllustius 1 6 ... 2 

Tacitus. 2 toIs. •• ... 4 ... 6 
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mw asRisa ot xj^guss kotms. 



THE PLAYB OP SOPHOCLSS, with Engfish Notes by Members of 

the University of Oxford. Complete in 2 vols^ cloth, 6b.» or leparately — 



Ajsx (Text with Notes) 
Electra . 
CBdipufl Bex 
(Edipufl Ooloneui . 



1 
1 
1 
1 










Antigone 

Philoctetes 

Trachinitt 



I. d. 

I 

1 

1 



THE PLATS OF -SSCHYLTJS, with English Notes by 

of the University of Oxford. Complete in 2 vols., cloth, 78. 6d. 



PrometheuB Yinctus (Text with 

Notes) . . . .10 
Septem Contra Thebas . .10 
PerssB 10 



Agamemnon 
ChoephorsB 
Eumenides 
Supplices 



1 

1 

1 

1 



THE PLAYS OF EUBIPIDES, with English Notes by Memben of 
the University of Oxford. Complete in 2 vols., cloth, 6s. 6d. 



Hippolytus 

PhoenisssB 

Alcestifl 



1 
I 

1 



Tears ago, we had put into oar hands a portiy 
Svo. volume, oontainlng Piaraon*s fonr rfKjn^ 
without one word of English in the aha]ie of 
notes; sad we hare no doubt the book eort 
nearer twanty tlual ten shillings, and after all 
was nothixig near so useAil as these neat 
oopies at One Shilling Saoh.**—. 
2Vm«s. 



Hecuba (Text with Notes) . 1 

Medea 10 

Orestes • . . .10 

"The notes contain suffliclent information, 
without aflbrding the pu|iil so much aadstance 
as to supersede all exertion on his part."— 
AtKetuBum, Jan. 27, 1855. 

** Be aU this as it may, it Is a real benefit to 
public schoolboys to be able to purchase any 
Greek Play they want for One Shilling. When 
we were introduced to Greek Playa» about forty 

The Text of Sophocles separately. One vol., cloth, Zs^ — The Notes, ditto, Ss. 

The Text of ^schtlus separately. One vol., cl^dth, Ss. — The Notes, ditto, 5s. 6d. 

The Text at Euripides separately. One vol., cloth, Ss. Sd.— The Notes, £tto, Se. 

Pocket EditUma of thefoUomng have afso been published tcUh 

Short Notes. 

DEMOSTHENES. 
• • . 2 I AscnriiEs in Ctbsiphontbm 



De Corona 



2 



The Bucolics 



VIRGIL. 
• 1 I The Georoics • 
The First Three Books of the /Eneid, Is. 



2 



Odes and Epooes 



HORACE. 

. 2 [ Satires 1 

Epistles and Ars Pobttca, Is; 
The Text in one vol., cloth, 2s. 
The Notes in one vol., cloth, 2s. 

CORNELIUS NEPOS— Lives (with Short Notes) . . .16 
PHiEDRUS— Fables (with Short Notes) ..... 1 
HOMER-^First Six Boobs of Iliad (with Short Notes) . 2 



JuouRTnA 



SALLUST . 
• • • 1 6 [ CatiliKb • 

InthePreu. 
Short Nvtes to Livy, Cicero, and Cjbsar. 



I 



•I 
I 



TSS ZITSSAMY CSUSCSMAN. 16 

THE LITERARY CHURCHMAN. A Journal devoted to the in- 
terest and advancement of Religious Literature, 

THE LITERARY CHURCHMAN was established in order to extend to Rbli- 
Gious Literature the advantages which General Literature already possessed in 
the Athenaum, Liierarf Oazeite, Crrtie, and other stmilat journals. Preriously, 
Religious Literature had been dependent for publicity on a few scattered notices in 
Newspapers or Religious Maga2ines ; while the weekly issue of some twenty or 
thirty works, bearing more or less on Religious snbjects, proved an importance suflS- 
cient to demand a journal distinctly set apart for the interests of that class of pub- 
lic ations^ 

It is intended by this Journal to place the Subscriber entirely au eourant with what 
is being pablbhed, by reviewing and noticing all religious works, of whatever class 
or kind, as they are issued from the press. To many, whose duties render it almost 
necessary for them to be acquainted with the Books or Tracts which are constantly 
iaeued, calculated to aasiat them in their labours, and who, residing perhaps at a dis- 
tance from any town, or without access to any good Bookseller's shop, see at most 
but one Church Periodical, this Journal supplies a great desideratum. 

The usual contents of the Journal are as follows : — 

A Summary of Church Events, and short Articles on the Religious Topics of 
the day. 

Reviews and NorfCBs of all the new Religious Pablications^ — as far as possible 
ei^laining their nature and object, with criticism, &&, when needed. 

Foreign Books, with lists of all new Religious Works as published in France, 
Germany, and America. 

A SoMMART of the GPembhal Literature of the ibrtuight, with Notices of the 
important Books suitable for Readiug Clubs,. &c«, arranged according to subjects, 
with size, price, &c. 

Inder, with prices of Books noticed, — Literary Notes and Queries, &c., &c. 

SUBSCRIPTIONS. 

For the Year • • . . . . 8s. Od. 

Ditto Free by post . . . , • IDs. Od. 

For Six Months . . . . • 4s. Od. 

Ditto Free by post . . . . 6s. Od. 

Orders will be received by most Booksellers and Newsmen thi^pughout the Country, 

or at the Office, 877, Strand. 

THE PENNY POST. A Church of England Illustrated Magazine, 

issued Monthly. Price One Penny. 

That this Magasine is wanted, a circulation of 22,000 copies of each number tes- 
tifies. It is iht only Penny Magazine upholding sound Church principles. That it 
does good, aad i« appreoiated, testimony whence it would be least expected, abnn- 
dantlv proves. But at the same time it must be borne in mind, that this is a small 
circulation for a Penny religions periodical. Those who differ depend much upon 
their periodicals for inculcating doctrine hostile to the Church, and circulate thoo- 
sands, where the Church of England, unfortunately, circulates only hundreds. 

MONTHLY.— ONE PENNY. 
Sttbtcribera' names received by all Booksellers and Newsmen. 



Vols. I., II., III^ and lY. of the Old Series^ crown 6vo., cloth, may be obtained 
price Is. 6d. each. 

Vols. L, II., III., IV., and V. of the New Series of the " Penny Post," 8vo., in 
handsome wrapper, Is. ; or in oloth. Is. 8d. each. 



16 TBE aayTLSMAN'S MAGAZIJfS. 

WITH the year of our Lord 1869, Syhanus Urban closed his 207ti 
volume, and the 128th year of his literary existence. This is t 
length of days that, so far as he knows, has never before been attained 
by a Journalist ; but he ventures to affirm, with thankfulness as well ai 
some degree of self-complacency, that he is still in a green old age, and 
that to his thinking the time is yet very distant when, to borrow the words 
of one of his earliest and most valued friends, it may be said of him— 
** Superfluous lags the veteran on the stage." 

The times, it is readily allowed, have greatly changed since Sylvama 
Urban first solicited public attention, but it may be fairly doubted whether 
the tastes and habits of thought of the educated classes, to whom he ad- 
dresses himself, have changed in a like degree. Hence he does not fear 
that History and Antiquities, in their widest sense, can ever become unpalat- 
able to them, but, on the contrary, he is glad to mark an increased avidity 
in pursuing such studies. This is a state of things that he thinks he may 
claim a considerable share in bringing about, and the steady progress of 
which he is desirous of forwarding by all available means. He alludes to 
the growing appreciation of the Past, as the key to the understanding of 
the Present, and (in a sense) of the Future, as testified by the formation 
of Archaeological and Literary Societies, which have already achieved 
much good, and may do still more ; and as a means to that end, he devotes 
a portion of his pages every month, under the title of " Antiquabxaic 
AND LiTERABY INTELLIGENCER," to a rccord of their progress. 

Sylvamua Urban therefore ventures to suggest to the Councils of such 
Societies, that if brief reports -of their proceedings and publications are 
systematically supplied tp the Gentleman's Magazine, where they will 
be always highly acceptable, an interchange of knowledge and good offices 
may thus be established between learned bodies in the most distant parts 
of the Empire— an interchange that does not now exist, but the want of 
which few will be found to deny. 

It has ever been the desire of Sylvanus Urban to see his Cobkespokd- 
ENCE a leading feature in his pages, and he has had the gratification of 
reckoning many of the most erudite men of the time as his fellow-workers, 
who have, through him, conveyed an invaluable amount of knowledge to 
the world. He invites those of the present day to imitate them. Another 
important feature has been, and will be, the Obittjabt, to the completeness 
of which he requests friends or relatives to contribute by communicating 
fitting notices of eminent persons daily removed by the hand of death from 
among us. He believes that he shall not be disappointed in the extent of 
this friendly co-operation, but that, on the contrary, the increasing number 
of his contributors will render the motto that he has so long borne more 
than ever applicable : — "JE pluribus UnumJ" 

All Communicafiona to be addresaed to Mr. Umsas, 377, Strakd, W.O. 
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